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THE USE OF HEDGES IN THE SECOND OBAMA-ROMNEY 
PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE 
 
Ika Wahyuniati 
11211144015 
 
ABSTRACT 
 
This research investigates the use of hedges by the candidates of second Obama-
Romney presidential debate. The debate was held on October 2012 at Hofstra University 
using town hall format. The objectives of the research are to identify the types, functions 
and the impacts of the use of hedges in the debate. 
This research employed descriptive qualitative method. The data of the research 
were in the form of utterances uttered by the candidates of the debate. The sources of the 
data were the transcript and the video of second Obama-Romney presidential debate. In 
this research, inductive approach was used in analyzing the data. To enhance 
trustworthiness of the data, as well as keeping the credibility and reliability, triangulation 
was used.  
The results of the research are described as follows. (1) There are only three types 
of hedges used by the candidates of the debate. They are rounder, plausibility and 
attribution. Plausibility is the most frequent hedge to occur in the debate, while attribution 
is the least one. Meanwhile, adaptor cannot be found in the debate. (2) Three functions of 
hedges are realized in the debate. The functions are showing the speaker‘s uncertainty, 
mitigating the force of the utterances, and avoiding taking responsibility of the 
information given. (3) In this debate, there are two impacts of the use of hedges by the 
candidates. The impacts can be positive and negative. According to the data, most of the 
hedges give negative impact for the candidates of the debate. The negative impact occurs 
because most of the hedges create uncertain statements while in fact they need to 
convince people with their words.  
 
Keywords: hedge, presidential debate, Obama, Romney
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
 
A. Background of the Study 
Language as a means of communication functions as a medium to deliver 
one‘s opinion and messages to others. It is used to help people in communication 
with the others as it will be hard to exchange information and messages without 
the existence of language in a communication. However, one can use language not 
only to deliver messages and opinion, but also to express emotion, describe a 
situation, direct someone, give greetings and many more. Many things can be 
done with language; even performing an act is also possible.  
Language can also be used as a manipulation where a speaker does not 
give truthful information. In the process of communication, someone needs to be 
cooperative by giving truthful information so that the hearer can give the 
appropriate response toward the message delivered by the speaker. In some 
context of language use, people often avoid being cooperative and break the rule 
of cooperative principle by giving information in which the message is ambiguous 
and manipulated. It can happen because the speaker has some other purposes of 
communication besides being cooperative, like for face-saving strategy, avoiding 
answering question and signaling the lack of full commitment to the utterance. In 
linguistics, the manipulation of language is often delivered through hedges, which 
are studied under pragmatics. 
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In his book of Pragmatics, Yule (1996:3) explains that pragmatics is the 
study of meaning which is delivered by the speaker and interpreted by the hearer 
under some circumstances of context. In the process of transferring meaning, there 
will be context of language use that is adhered in the utterances. The hearer must 
have some background knowledge of what is being uttered by the speaker in order 
to understand the meaning of the utterance and give the appropriate response. 
Thus, it is important for people using language to understand pragmatics as it will 
be used to catch the intended meaning of others‘ utterances. However, in some 
situations, there are people who intentionally break the rule of cooperative 
principles although he has known about the context of the conversation. They 
intentionally put linguistic devices like hedges in order to flout the maxim of 
cooperative principle in conversation. 
With this linguistic device of hedges, the information that is delivered is 
not one hundred percent true. Lakoff (1973: 471) defines hedges as words that 
function to make the meaning of the words fuzzier.  In his paper, Lakoff further 
analyzes the use of some hedges like sort of, kind of, loosely speaking, roughly 
and rather which change the truth values of an utterance. If a speaker includes 
hedges in his utterance, the hearer can assume that the speaker is being uncertain 
because he wants to make the meaning of his words fuzzier. Moreover, he also 
performs uncooperative act of communication where one is expected to give 
truthful information.  
In political context, hedges can also be found in debate, interview, and 
campaign as linguistic strategies which are used by some politicians to achieve 
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particular purposes. In using language, some politicians often manipulate their 
utterances while they ought to provide facts about the political condition and their 
upcoming agendas. The manipulation of language done by politician can be a big 
matter since they need to be a good leader who can be trusted by their people. The 
manipulation of language happens both in written and oral form of language use. 
In some chances like interview, speech, and debates, politicians manage their 
language and put hedges in their utterances which act as a linguistic device to 
make themselves look good in front of public.  
In this study, the object which the researcher uses is The Second Obama-
Romney Presidential Debate. Based on the information gathered from the official 
website of Commission on Presidential Debate, this American presidential debate 
was held on October 16
th
, 2012 at Hofstra University (CPD, 2012). Moderated by 
Candy Crowley from CNN, the candidates were presenting their opinions mostly 
about domestic issues added with some foreign matters which revolved topics 
such as taxes, unemployment, national debt, energy, women‘s right, immigration 
and the attack toward U.S. Consulate in Libya. At that time, Barrack Obama who 
came from Democrat Political Party was occupied as the current American 
President while Romney from Republican Political Party was the Governor of 
Massachusetts. The debate was won by Obama after he had lost the first 
presidential debate at the same round.  
By doing this study, the researcher wants to know how Obama and 
Romney manage their language using linguistic device of hedges with particular 
purposes. They put some hedges in which the researcher wants to find out the 
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types. In addition, the researcher also wants to know the functions and impacts of 
hedges in their language. Thus, the researcher analyses how hedges are put in their 
language during the second presidential debate.  
 
B. Research Focus 
Hedges cannot be excluded from daily conversations in general. Some 
people relate the use of hedges to the vagueness of information delivered through 
the language, while in other contexts like politics, it has some other functions for 
the politicians in order to build good image in front of public. The language of 
politics which is used in The Second Obama-Romney Presidential Debate is an 
interesting topic to discuss especially in term of its linguistic strategies. 
 Besides focusing on the use of hedges in presidential debate, actually there 
are some interesting problems aroused from this topic like how they use their 
gesture to support the messages that they deliver through the paralanguage 
aspects, or how they put metaphor in their speech as a linguistic device of rhetoric 
language. However, in this study, the researcher focuses on the use of hedges in 
political context. There are some political events that can be taken as the object of 
this study like speech, campaign, interview and debate. Yet, the researcher 
chooses the political debate of American Presidential Election, particularly The 
Second Obama-Romney Presidential Debate which was held in 2012. The 
researcher is interested to analyze their language strategy of using hedges during 
the debate. The candidates of presidential debate most likely maintain a good 
language when they deliver their speech. This way, the researcher focuses in three 
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problems of analyzing the candidates‘ utterances. They are the types, the functions 
and the impacts of hedges found in the debate.  
Based on the background of the study and research focus, there are three 
problems formulated as follows.  
1. What types of hedges are used by Obama and Romney in their second 
presidential debate? 
2. What are the functions of hedges that Obama and Romney used in their 
second presidential debate? 
3. What is the impact of the use of hedges in the second Obama-Romney 
Presidential Debate? 
 
C. Objectives of the Study 
In line with the formulation of the problems, the objectives of this research 
are: 
1. to identify and describe the types of hedges that Obama and Romney used 
in their second presidential debate, 
2. to identify and describe the functions of hedges that Obama and Romney 
used in their second presidential debate, and 
3. to analyze the impacts of the use of hedges in the second Obama-Romney 
Presidential Debate. 
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D. Significances of the Study                             
This study of linguistic strategy in political context examines the use of 
hedges in presidential debate. It is expected to give benefits to readers 
theoretically and practically.  
Theoretically, this study can give contribution to students of English 
Department, particularly to those majoring in linguistics, by shedding some light 
on the use of hedges. There are still a few people who are interested to conduct a 
study under the topic of hedges, particularly in political context.  Thus, the readers 
can take this study as a reference for the next study in hedges. 
Practically, this study is expected to give information to the readers in 
general about the application of hedges in everyday use and political context. This 
way, they can be aware of the existence of hedges in language. They can have 
some knowledge on how to respond to the language which consists of hedges in it.
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
 
This chapter is divided into four parts. They are theoretical review, 
previous studies, conceptual framework, and analytical construct. In the first part, 
there is literature review which deals with issues under linguistic studies and some 
other related topics in politics. The literature review is inserted in order to give 
brief introduction about the topics used in this research. The second part is 
previous studies. Previous studies discuss some related studies used as references 
in conducting this research. The third part is conceptual framework that concerns 
with how the main theories in linguistics are used to answer the objectives of the 
research. Last, the analytical construct shows the design of data analysis of this 
research.  
 
A. Literature Review 
1. Pragmatics  
Delivering messages and information are the main goals of using language 
in communication. It is important to understand messages delivered through 
language as messages can contain various things like ideas, thoughts, feelings, and 
a speaker‘s true intention. For the various contents of messages, language can be 
interpreted differently. The interpretation depends on the way and the context of 
communication between a speaker and a hearer. One branch in linguistics which 
deals with language as being used is called pragmatics.  
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In his book entitled Pragmatics, Yule (1996: 3) explains that there are four 
definitions of pragmatics which are related to each other. First, pragmatics is the 
study of a speaker‘s meaning. It means that pragmatics deals with how a hearer 
receives the messages delivered from the speaker through utterances. Second, he 
explains that pragmatics is the study of contextual meaning. In this case, 
pragmatics reveals the context of messages that depends on the addressee, the 
place, the time and the condition of communication. Third, pragmatics is the study 
of how a language user catches the messages behind other‘s statements which are 
not uttered. It observes the way to get the intended meaning from the speaker‘s 
language. Fourth, Yule states that pragmatics is the study of expression of relative 
distance. What is meant by relative distance is the closeness between the speaker 
and hearer, physically or socially.  
In addition, Levinson (1983: 5) defines pragmatics as the study of 
language which concerns with the usage. In order to understand the use of 
language, grammatical aspect of utterances is not the only factor to be understood. 
There is also context of language that is bound to the meaning asserted in the 
utterances. By knowing the context of the language use, a hearer will be able to 
catch the meaning of a speaker‘s utterances.   
There are several topics discussed under pragmatics in the following 
paragraphs. They are used as reference and introduction to pragmatics in this 
research. The topics are reference, speech act, implicature, politeness, and 
cooperative principle.  
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The first topic is reference which deals with the way that allows a hearer to 
catch what a speaker means when using referring expressions (Yule, 1996: 9). A 
referring expression is a linguistic form to refer to something. By using referring 
expressions, the speaker assumes that the hearer has already known the context of 
the speaker‘s utterances. A single noun and noun phrases can be used as referring 
expressions. 
Speech act is the next topic under pragmatics. This term is defined by Mey 
(1993: 95) as an action performed through words. Using speech act, words uttered 
can give certain impacts to the world if delivered by the right persons with 
authority. As an important figure in speech acts, J.L. Austin (in Mey, 1993: 95) 
proposes three different levels of analyzing speech acts. The first level is 
locutionary force. The force occurs when a hearer takes a speaker‘s utterance 
literally without interpreting the intended meaning behind utterances. The second 
level of speech analysis is illocutionary act. This act happens when the intended 
intention for uttering utterances is inserted. The last level is perlocutionary effect. 
It is responses on the hearer after the speaker has uttered his words (Cutting, 2002: 
16). 
Implicature is another field under pragmatics. Mey (1993:45) states in his 
book entitled Pragmatics that implicature is the implicit meaning behind 
utterances. A hearer who hears utterances with implicature needs to unfold the 
real meaning in order to fully understand the messages.  
Another interesting topic in pragmatics is politeness. Politeness concerns 
with face wants when someone is involved in social interaction (Cutting, 2002: 
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46). What is meant by face is public image. Respecting others‘ face is needed 
when language users want to give and receive same fair treatment. Not being 
offensive through their utterances is one way to avoid face-threatening-act on 
others‘ face. 
The next topic in pragmatics is cooperative principle, which is the main 
focus section in this research. This principle deals with the rules in conversation. 
Cooperative principle is used in communication to keep conversation on the track. 
A speaker and a hearer trust each other in conducting two-way conversation. They 
are involved in the same context and background knowledge for what they are 
talking about. The hearer needs to understand what the speaker means and gives 
the appropriate response when the speaker delivers an utterance. They are able to 
take conversation to the right direction since they have the same understanding on 
the topic of the conversation. 
Information that is delivered by a speaker and a hearer in their turn should 
be based on truth. It will cause uncommunicative conversation when the speaker 
or hearer tells lies or breaks basic principle of conversation. The basic principle in 
conversation is called cooperative principle. 
 
2. Cooperative Principle Maxims 
Related to cooperative principle, there are four maxims of cooperative 
principle proposed by Grice (in Leech, 1983: 8). A speaker and hearer need to 
follow four maxims of cooperative principle in order to cooperate in conversation. 
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As the rule in conducting conversation, there are two possibilities in the 
use of maxims of cooperative principle. They can be observed or not by 
participants of conversation. When the participants observe the maxims, they are 
aware of the existence of maxims and want to fulfill the rule. 
 
a. Observance of Maxims 
1) Maxim of Quality 
The key for this maxim is the truth of information inserted in utterances. A 
speaker and hearer should deliver what they believe to be the truth (Cutting, 2002: 
35). It is not right to say what they believe to be wrong information in 
conversation. This act can signal uncooperative behavior in conducting 
conversation. Besides providing truthful information, it is also not right to say 
something that lacks enough evidence. For that case, saying something which is 
ambiguous should be avoided if the speaker wants to cooperate with the hearer.  
2) Maxim of Quantity 
This maxim requires a speaker to deliver information in the right amount. 
What is meant by the right amount is not less or more than which is needed in 
conversation (Cutting, 2002: 34). Some language users often tell information in a 
lesser amount that the hearer cannot get what the speaker actually mean. False 
assumption is the result of less information in conversation. 
The amount of information required in conversation is related to the 
situation where a speaker and a hearer are involved. There are different purposes 
of conversation depending on the situation. Hence, the amount of information 
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from one conversation to another can be different. Giving more information than 
which is required can also lead to an uncooperative act in conversation.  
3) Maxim of Relation 
This rule of cooperative principle emphasizes on the need to be relevant in 
conducting conversation. In conversation, a speaker and hearer are engaged to a 
certain topic. Therefore, what is delivered in conversation should be related to that 
topic (Cutting, 2002: 35). If the speaker tries to bring another matter in 
conversation while they are still talking about one topic, the speaker is considered 
uncooperative.  
4) Maxim of Manner 
The last observance of maxim is related to manner. The manner in 
conversation based on cooperative principle is relevant to the way a speaker 
communicates. According to Grice (in Yule, 1996: 37), the speaker needs to be 
perspicuous. It means that messages expressed during conversation should not be 
vague. The speaker has to deliver messages right to the point. Using a brief and 
clear expression can be the right method to convey the speaker‘s utterances. 
Arranging information orderly can also be performed in order to observe the 
maxim of manner.   
 
b. Non-observance of Maxims 
Not all participants in communication observe maxim of cooperative 
principle. Some language users do not comply with the rule of cooperative 
principle when they are involved in conversation. It makes them fail to observe 
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maxims of cooperative principle. As the result, there will be differences between 
the messages intended to be delivered by a speaker and the messages caught by a 
hearer. There are four kinds of non-observance of maxims, namely flouting, 
violating, opting out and infringing (Cutting, 2002: 36-40).  
1) Flouting 
The first type of non-observance of maxim is flouting. If a speaker flouts 
maxims of cooperative principle, a hearer will assume that the speaker is basically 
being cooperative (Grundy, 2000: 76). Instead of conveying what he really means 
directly, the speaker tries to lead the hearer to get additional meanings in his 
utterances. In this act of flouting maxims, the speaker gives a conversational 
implicature in utterances to make the hearer able to generate the inference 
(Levinson, 1983: 104). The speaker means more than what he said in the words, 
while the hearer is assumed to understand the additional message in the 
utterances. An example of maxim flouting is as follow. 
A: Do you want to go to the party with me tomorrow night? 
B: I have to take care of my sisters in the next few days.  
 
In the above example, B is flouting maxim of relation. The answer 
presented by B to A is not relevant to the preceding question. B‘s answer does not 
sound to answer A‘s question as it is not relevant to the topic of inviting B to the 
party with A. However, the answer from B can actually answer A‘s question if A 
is able to catch the inference. Indirectly, B is trying to say that she cannot go to 
the party tomorrow night because she has to take care of her sisters.   
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2) Violating 
This act of violating maxim is different from the act of flouting maxim. 
Maxim violation occurs deliberately in order to provide misunderstanding or some 
other purposes to a hearer (Grice in Khosravizadeh and Sadehvandi, 2011: 122). 
The hearer wrongly assumes that his partner in conversation is being cooperative. 
The fact is that actually the speaker does not give sufficient information. It is 
because the speaker does not want to cooperate in conversation by giving a 
misleading statement (Cutting, 2002: 40). Here is an example of maxim violation.  
A: Does your dog bite? 
B: No. 
A:{Bends down to stroke it and gets bitten} Ow! You said your 
dog doesn‘t bite! 
B: That isn‘t my dog.   
(Cutting, 2002: 40) 
 
The dialogue above happens in a hotel between a female receptionist and a 
man. The receptionist who is aware that the man is asking about the dog in front 
of him does not want to give enough information to him. In this case, the 
receptionist breaks the maxim of quantity as she does not give sufficient 
information about whose dog in front of the man is.  
This act of maxim violation sounds similar to maxim flouting but it is 
actually different. When a speaker flouts a maxim, he still wants to engage with 
the hearer in the conversation. The speaker leads the hearer to what he really 
means through the conversational implicature implicitly. However, when the 
speaker violates a maxim, he is blatantly not cooperating with the hearer. It is 
because the speaker gives the hearer a wrong assumption.  
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3) Opting out 
This act happens when a speaker does not want to look uncooperative 
when he breaks the maxims. For some reasons, the speaker opts out the maxims 
when he cannot give relevant reply to his partner‘s utterances (Cutting, 2002: 41). 
Below is an example of opting out a maxim.  
John : How was the exam, Mat? Tell me about the questions. 
Matthew : Well, it was quite difficult but I cannot tell you more.          
 
In the example above, John and Matthew were schoolmates. John asked 
Matthew about the exam because he would have the same exam. Matthew who 
was asked about the questions in the exams did not want to provide hints to his 
friend. Hence, Matthew opted out maxim of quality because he did not respond to 
John‘s question with an informative answer.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
4) Infringing 
The last type of non-observance of maxims is infringing. This act is 
usually carried out by language learners or by those who experience impaired 
linguistic performance. Someone who is incapable to speak clearly and tongue-
tied is more likely to infringe the maxims. Other reasons such as excitement, 
drunkenness, and nervousness can also lead to infringing a maxim (Cutting, 2002: 
41). Below is an example of infringing a maxim.  
Sean : Come, Jess, you have been too drunk even to stay still 
(trying to grab Jesse) 
Jesse : Gerroff me! I‘m ash sober ash usual. And nuffink I –wait 
wait wait- nuffink you can do ‗boutit 
Sean : Wohoo, see, you are starting to talk crap. 
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The dialogue above happens between a drunken Jesse and his friend, Sean. 
Sean tries to take Jesse home but the drunken Jesse cannot be handled. Jesse 
infringes the maxim as he is not able to talk clearly by misspelling the words. He 
also does not cooperate in the conversation as the result of being drunk. 
One of the devices used to non-observance maxims of cooperative principle 
is hedges. By using hedges, the speaker still can be considered trying to be 
cooperative. For more about hedges is discussed in the following section 
 
3. Hedges 
Hedging is known largely in linguistics from the theory of cooperative 
principle proposed by Grice. According to him, hedges emerge to indicate the 
existence of cooperative principle (Yule, 1996: 37-38). A speaker is aware of the 
rule of cooperativeness in conversation that he cannot really break the maxims. 
Thus, he puts hedges in his utterances. 
This linguistic device is a form of non-observance of maxims. One who 
puts hedges in his utterance can be said to flout maxims. A speaker has an 
additional meaning inserted in his utterance with the existence of hedges. A 
hearer, on the other hand, should be able to catch the implicit meaning to 
understand the real message. Hence, the speaker is not blatantly being 
uncooperative with his partner in the conversation since he puts hedges in his 
utterance. 
The definition of hedges is actually varied depending on the linguists who 
propose the theory. Related to Gricean‘s maxims, a hedge is the device that marks 
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the existence of conversational maxims. It also allows a speaker to flout the 
maxims. On the other hand, some linguists propose different definitions toward 
hedges.   
The famous pioneer in mentioning the term hedges is George Lakoff when 
he published his article entitled Hedges: A Study in Meaning Criteria and the 
Logic of Fuzzy Concept. In his article, he defines the term hedges as words whose 
function is to make things less fuzzy or even fuzzier (Lakoff, 1973:471). Some 
hedges which make him interested are sort of, rather and technically. According 
to him, hedging can reveal category membership of the meaning. Below are some 
examples of the use of hedging sort of to give more explanation. 
A robin is sort of a bird. (false, no question it is a bird) 
A chicken is sort of a bird. (true, or very close to true) 
A penguin is sort of a bird. (true, or close to true) 
A bat is sort of a bird. (false, or very close to false) 
A cow is sort of a bird. (false) 
(Fraser, 2010: 17) 
 
In the examples above, hedges reveal category membership of meaning. 
Depending on the context use of the hedges, sort of manages to reveal different 
categories of truth value of utterances. One can make his messages sound more 
explicit or even complicated with hedges. 
Another definition of hedges is from Brown and Levinson (in Markkanen, 
1997: 4). He explains that this linguistic device can be employed to make 
utterances partially or completely true. Brown and Levinson relate the use of 
hedges to strategies of positive and negative politeness. Besides hedges have 
ability to influence degree of truth of an utterance, they also have the capability to 
be used as a politeness strategy.  
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The next explanation of hedges is pointed out by Fraser. According to him, 
hedges can give contribution to illocutionary force of speech act. His theory works 
when certain performative verbs such as apologize, request, and promise are 
preceded by some modals like can, must and should. He called this kind of hedges 
as hedged performative (Fraser, 2010:18). The use of hedges relieves a speaker 
from the force of responsibility attached to utterances.  
With the ability to influence degree of truth of utterances, certain 
utterances can sound more explicit or even more complicated. One who puts 
hedges in his utterance can be said to flout maxims of cooperative principle as he 
tries to deceive a hearer with the ambiguity. Yet, a speaker is still considered as 
cooperative.  
Prince et al (in Fraser, 2010:19) classify hedges into two types, i.e. 
approximators and shields. On further classification, they make two sub-groups 
for each class. 
  
a. Approximators 
Based on the classification of hedges proposed by Prince et al, Fraser 
explains that approximator hedges give a contribution to interpretation of 
utterances related to categorization of particular things or someone (Fraser, 2010: 
19). It creates fuzziness within utterances as a speaker correlates something to 
expressions used. This kind of hedges changes the original meaning or provides 
an alternative meaning to the utterance. There are two sub-classes of this type, 
they are adaptors and rounders. 
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1) Adaptors 
This sub-class of hedges is what Lakoff actually called as the real hedges 
based on his definition of hedges. It brings the degree of truth of the original 
meaning (Fraser, 2010:19). When the proposition is correct or partially correct, 
adaptors help express the degree of correctness. Some examples of adaptors are 
sort of, kind of, somewhat, really, almost, quite, entirely, a little bit, to some 
extent, and more or less, such as in the following sentences. 
This room is somewhat gloomy. 
These problems are not entirely your mistake. 
 
In the examples above, the first example uses the adaptor somewhat to 
reduce the impact of saying the room is gloomy. The speaker does not say that the 
room is completely gloomy. He implies that the room looks a little gloomy by 
adding somewhat in his utterance. In addition, in the second example, the adaptor 
reduces the impact from saying all or none of the problem is the hearer‘s fault. 
The speaker is being ambiguous by saying that part of the problem is the hearer‘s 
fault but not all.    
b) Rounders 
Rounders indicate an approximate range for information. There is no exact 
range when using this type of hedges. It is usually used when precise information 
is unavailable (Fraser, 2010:19). Some examples of rounders are about, 
approximately, something around, between, and roughly, such as in the sentences 
below. 
You need to bake the cake approximately thirty minutes. 
My mother left home at something around four and six o‘clock in 
the morning.   
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The two examples above show that there is no precise information in the 
utterances. The first example attempts to guide the hearer on how long he should 
bake the cake. With the use of approximately, it means that it is fine to bake the 
cake a bit less than or more than thirty minutes as there is no precise time to bake 
the cake. In the second example, the speaker estimates his mother leaving home 
between those times because he is not sure when his mother left. The use of 
something around exists to indicate that precise information is unavailable.  
 
b. Shields 
Different from approximators, shields do not affect truth condition but 
reflect the degree of a speaker‘s commitment to his uncertainty (Fraser, 2010:19). 
In other words, these hedges indicate that the speaker is not fully committed to the 
validity of the proposition he is conveying. Shields can be further classified into 
plausibility shields and attribution shields. 
1) Plausibility  
This sub-class of shield is used to express a speaker‘s doubtful attitude or 
uncertainty of truth value of propositions. For that reason, the first person 
pronouns are often included. The speaker wants to show that his statement is not 
absolutely right or true with the use of hedges (Fraser, 2010:19). Some examples 
of plausibility shields are I think, probably, I take it, I believe, I guess, as far as I 
can tell, I assume, I suppose and seem. Some examples of the use of plausibility 
shields are stated below. 
I think we can make our parents happy by giving some surprise in 
their anniversary.   
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By looking at this mess, I suppose that my little brothers have 
come to my room.  
 
Those two examples reflect the same influence to the truth value of the 
statements. Those two statements do not sound too convincing as it is only their 
opinion, not the real fact. The speaker is not absolutely sure about what he says as 
he includes hedges.  
2) Attribution  
Almost similar to plausibility shield, this type of hedges also indicates a 
speaker‘s doubt. The difference is that this hedge functions to attribute degree of 
uncertainty to another party. The attribution to another source for his utterances 
relieves a speaker from the responsibility of his utterances. Thus, a speaker‘s 
doubt is expressed indirectly using attribution shields (Fraser, 2010:19). This 
classification of hedges includes well known, as far as anyone know, according to, 
and someone suggests that, such as presented in the following sentences. 
According to the article I read, smoke is bad for our health. 
You have to meet the doctor today, my father suggested. 
 
Instead of delivering information directly with his own opinion, the speaker 
relates his statement to another party. In the first example, the speaker attributes 
his statement with article he has read. Furthermore, in the second example, the 
speaker does not want to order the hearer directly by saying that it is his father 
who suggests the hearer to meet doctor. Including attribution shields in those two 
statements makes the speakers do not have the responsibility to truth value of the 
statements.  
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Hedging is usually used when a speaker tries to break maxim of 
cooperative principle in conversation. Not only informal conversation such as a 
daily conversation can have the possibility for existence of hedging, a formal 
event like debate also has a chance to raise the use of hedges.  
 
4. Language in Politics 
One important thing in pragmatics is context since pragmatics is the use of 
language in context. According to Nunan (1993:7-8), context is the situation 
giving rise to the discourse. It means that context is the situation which influences 
the meaning to the language. Moreover, Nunan divides context in to two types. 
They are linguistic context and non-linguistic context. Linguistic context is the 
language aspect in the discourse. In addition, non-linguistic context covers the 
type of communicative event, the topic, the purpose of the event, the setting, the 
participants, and the relationships between them, as well as the background 
knowledge and assumptions underlying the communicative event.  
The use of language in politics is a bit different from a daily use of 
language. Language in politics involves the manipulation of language. In political 
context, language is often used to shame the opponents. Politicians, particularly in 
a debate, try to impose their opponent. One of the ways to impose their opponent 
is by manipulating their language. The manipulation of language by politicians is 
such a big matter since it often involves the manipulation of truth. Orwell (1946: 
265) said that their language is designed to make their lies sound truthful and 
death respectable. The manipulation of truth includes the manipulation of 
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upcoming and previous agenda. Politicians try to create a good image in front of 
public and their opponents in order to be elected by people. Thus, people need to 
know the context of the politicians‘ words in order to understand the messages 
behind their words. 
 
5. Debate 
A debate is a communication event where two persons or groups are 
discussing important matters in order to get the same decision through arguments. 
The arguments in a debate are intended to influence the decision of the other party 
in the debate. Freely and Steinberg (2009: 6) define debate as a method to gain a 
reasoned decision making and a way to influence others. Further they explain that 
there are two different and strong sides who try to defend their arguments. They 
give their critical thinking to support and against a proposition.  
a. Classification of Debate 
In their book of Argumentation and Debate, Freely and Steinberg 
(2009:19-37) classify debate into two broad categories. Those are applied debate 
and academic debate. What distinguishes the two debates is the advocate. In an 
applied debate, the advocates have a special interest on propositions, questions 
and topics, while in an academic debate the advocates have an academic interest 
on the propositions. In addition, there are judges and audiences with ability to 
give real response on propositions, questions and topics in an applied debate. It is 
different from an academic debate which is conducted in front of teachers, 
advocates or judges without a direct power to the decision on the proposition. 
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However, the important difference is that an academic debate has a purpose to 
create an educational experience for students.  
Applied debate is divided into more specific categories. They are judicial 
debate, parliamentary debate, non-formal debate and special debate. Each debate 
has different characteristics and purposes that differentiate them.   
Freely and Steinberg (2009: 22) define judicial debate as a debate which is 
conducted under court law. In this occasion, a person is having prosecution or 
defence for his/her issues with law. As it is a debate which is correlated with law, 
judicial debate is often found in courtroom with various issues against law.  
Parliamentary debate is an important event in democratic countries for 
their decision making (Borda-Bahm et al, 2004: 40). As the purpose of this debate 
is to decide crucial resolutions, it does not only occur in parliament like Senate or 
House of Representatives, city council, and state legislature. It also occurs in some 
other forms of organizations like media and schools. Motions are stated one by 
one to be discussed to get resolutions. It is a good decision making way for its 
purpose to decide a matter using a democratic method and considering voice of 
minority (Freely and Steinberg, 2009: 356-357). 
 Non-formal debates are those debates which do not have certain formal 
rules like other kinds of debate such as judicial debate, parliamentary debate and 
special debate. According to Freely and Steinberg (2009: 23), some examples of 
non-formal debates are national political campaign, debate of scientists over 
cloning issues, and town hall meeting.  
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The last type of applied debate is special debate. It is called as special as 
the debate is governed by a special set of rules drafted for certain occasions 
(Freely and Steinberg, 2009: 20). Electoral debates like American Presidential 
Debate are considered as special debates with detailed special rules to conduct 
them. 
 
b. Functions of Hedges in Debate  
Many linguists have proposed that hedges can be used to show certainty 
and uncertainty. From the definition stated by Lakoff, it is clearly said that hedges 
are words that are used to make things fuzzier or less fuzzy (in Fraser, 2010: 16). 
However, the function of hedges can be explored for more than that. The 
implicature of utterances needs to be understood in order to get the function of 
hedges in utterances. Further, Yule explains that implicature is additional meaning 
inserted in utterance (1996: 35). It means that a hearer has to interpret the 
implicature before he gets the intended meaning. Thus, functions of the use of 
hedges can be known. 
 In a political context like a presidential debate, politicians can have 
several functions when they include hedges in their utterances. Language of 
politics does not always look blunt. It makes some people cannot guess the 
meaning explicitly. Participants of debate have the interest to win general election 
that they manage certain strategies in the debate. Using hedges is one of strategies 
used by participants of a presidential debate. Each utterance with hedges can have 
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different functions that they are needed to be analyzed. In this research, there are 
several theories used from some linguists as explained in the following section.  
1) Showing the Speaker’s Uncertainty 
As words that carry fuzzy meaning, hedges can show lack of a speaker‘s 
certainty (Lakoff, 1973: 471). As the speaker cannot or tend to not provide the 
exact information, he inserts hedges in his sentence. Sometimes being accurate 
and explicit can make the speaker easily attacked for what he has said in the 
debate. Below is an example of a hedge to show the uncertainty of the speaker.  
There were potentially more than one hundred people died in the 
incident last week. 
 
In the example above, the speaker could not give the exact number of 
people who died in the incident. For that case, the speaker was showing his 
uncertainty by using potentially. His hedge functions to presume the number of 
people died in the incident last week.  
2) Mitigating the Force of the Utterances 
Hedges are not only able to modify the truth value of utterances. They can 
also reduce the force of sentences. Martin-Martin (in Rabab‘ah and Rumman, 
2015: 158) stated that hedges convey a mitigating force of utterances. It makes 
utterances less imposing as hedges reduce the strength of the utterances. 
Moreover, the speaker tries to not give a threat to the hearer‘s face. Brown and 
Levinson explained that hedges can be one of the ways to deliver negative 
politeness (in Aijmer, 2002: 163). Here is an example of mitigating function. 
RYAN: Look at where we are. The economy is barely limping 
along. It's growing a 1.3 percent. That's slower than it grew last 
year and last year was slower than the year before.  
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The statement above was taken from Biden-Ryan Vice Presidential Debate 
in 2012. In the statements above, Ryan, who was the candidate for Romney Vice 
President, was commenting on the US economy when Obama took the lead. Ryan 
stated that the economy was in the difficult situation. He used hedge barely in 
delivering his thought. Instead of directly stating that the economy was limping 
along, he included barely in the utterances to reduce the force of his statement. He 
was trying not to give too much imposition on the utterance. 
3) Avoiding Taking Responsibility of the Information Given 
In the journal entitled Hedging in Political Discourse: The Bush 2007 
Press Conference, Fraser (2010: 205) concluded that one of the purposes of the 
use of hedge is to avoid responsibility of a fact or act. This function of hedge 
mostly occurs from the use of attribution shields. Shields are used to relate 
information inserted in a speaker‘s utterances to another source. Hence, the 
speaker does not take the responsibility of truth of utterances. An example of 
avoiding responsibility function is as follow. 
A recent study shows that the number of poverty has increased in 
the last few years. 
 
In the above example, the speaker does not want to carry the responsibility 
of the information he inserts in the utterance. He relates his utterances to the 
recent study. The speaker begins his statement with a recent study shows in order 
to tell the addressee that the source of the information is not himself. In case if the 
statement was false, he cannot be blamed or attacked for what he has said.  
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c. The Impacts of Hedges in a Debate 
The use of hedges can result in two possible impacts toward the 
effectiveness of messages delivered. Hedges can bring both positive and negative 
impacts on the meaning of utterances. Although hedges can create fuzziness in 
messages, they can also make a speaker‘s utterances sound more explicit. A 
negative impact occurs when hedges cannot help the speaker creates a good 
statement. A good statement does not always mean a true statement since politics 
often involves manipulation of language. It can be a statement that is able to 
deliver the speaker‘s intended message and intention. Brown and Levinson 
explain that politicians manage their interaction using linguistic strategies in order 
to obtain face and information wants (in Fetzer, 2010: 65). 
 Here is an example of politician‘s utterances during a debate that bring 
him a negative impact. 
Shaw  : Governor, if Kitty Dukakis were raped and murdered, 
would you favor an irrevocable death penalty for the 
killer? 
Dukakis : No, I don‘t, Bernard. And I think you know that I‘ve 
opposed the death penalty during all of my life. I don‘t 
see any evidence that it‘s a deterrent, I think there are 
better and more effective ways to deal with violent 
crime. 
 
The above example is one of Michael Dukakis‘ statements in 1988 U.S. 
Presidential Debate (Politico, 2007). The dialogue occurred when the moderator, 
Bernard Shaw, asked him a personal question about death penalty. Dukakis‘s 
statement had degraded his candidacy poll. He inserted his opinion using the 
hedge ―I think‖. He stated that he would not change his opinion about death 
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penalty. His opinion sounded cold when he was talking about sensitive matters 
such as rape and murder for the beloved one. Thus, it brought a negative impact to 
him in presidential candidacy. He was portrayed as someone who did not have 
any passion.  
A positive impact occurs when hedges in a speaker‘s language can help 
him get a good statement. By using hedges, the speaker is able to deliver his 
strong statement. He can also build a good image and gains a lot of supporter. 
Having a good image can make candidates of debate defeat his opponents. One 
example of hedges that can lead to a positive impact is when Biden was talking 
about Social Security in 2012 presidential campaign. He said, ―Number one, I 
guarantee you, flat guarantee you, there will be no changes in Social Security. I 
flat guarantee you.‖ when he commented on the issue of Social Security (NBC 
News, 2012). The use of hedge flat in his utterances can strengthen his statement. 
The hedge can make his promise sound real and emphasized. Biden tries to 
strongly convince people that Social Security will not be changed. 
 
6. 2012 American Presidential Debate 
Once in four years, American people elect their new president through a 
general election. Before the general election, special debates are held between the 
candidates. Since 2000, the debates for the general election are organized four 
times. Three rounds are for presidential candidates and one round is for vice 
presidential candidates.  
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There are rules and formats for how debates are organized. According to 
the official website of Commission on Presidential Debate (CPD), the commission 
who takes control to run presidential debates since 1988, most of the debates are 
held in university halls with a moderator and audiences.  In the beginning of the 
debate, moderator of debate always explains the rule of debate. The questions 
being asked can come from moderator or audiences. Candidates are given two 
minutes to answer each question. Topics of debates are various and related to 
recent controversial issues in United States.  
2012 American Presidential Debate was conducted for Democratic Obama 
and Republican Romney as the candidates for president. Each debate brought 
different topics to be discussed. The Second Obama-Romney Presidential Debate 
was held on October 16
th
, 2012 at Hofstra University. In this second round debate, 
the topics revolved domestic issues added with some foreign policy. Using town 
hall format, selected audiences who attend the debate were able to give questions 
to candidates. The moderator of the debate, Candy Crowley from CNN, gave 
follow up questions after audiences.  
 
Figure 1.  A Photo of Mitt Romney and Barrack Obama after the Debate 
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The participants of 2012 American Presidential Debate were also the 
candidates for 2012 U.S. President are Barrack Obama and Mitt Romney. The two 
candidates were from two largest political parties in U.S. They were Democratic 
and Republican Parties. At that time, Obama was the current President of U.S. 
while Mitt Romney was the Governor of Massachusetts. 
Barrack Obama as the incumbent run for the election with Vice President 
Joe Biden. Barrack Obama was the 44
th
 President of United States and the former 
U.S. Senator representing Illinois from 2005 to 2008. He announced his reelection 
campaign at April 2011. As the incumbent candidates, Obama and Biden did not 
get any significant problems against the other candidates in the Democratic Party 
Presidential Primaries. At April 2011, Obama had won the ticket to Democratic 
Nomination for Presidential Election.  
As one of the candidate of Presidential Election, Mitt Romney was paired 
with Paul Ryan, the Representative of Wisconsin. Before entering the politic in 
1993, Romney was a businessman. His candidacy for presidential election started 
from 2008 but lost in the 2008 Republican Party Presidential Primaries against 
Senator John McCain. He announced his next candidacy for 2012 Presidential 
Election at April 2011. He had to go through a tight fight against the other 
nominees from Republican Party in 2012 Republican Party Primaries. Romney 
finally clinched the majority of the delegates with a win on May 2012.  
Related to political issues during 2012 presidential campaign and debate, 
there are some critical topics which the candidates had argued. The three central 
issues are economy, healthcare, and foreign policy. The issue in economy that the 
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candidates should deal with was improving the economy.  The high numbers of 
unemployment and income inequality were two of many economic problems at 
that time. The second issue, which was healthcare, was also important. The 
spending for healthcare had risen but the candidates needed to make sure people 
got the insurance for their health. The last issue was regarding to foreign policy. 
This issue became critical at that time due to an attack resulting to the killing of 
U.S. ambassador to Libya.  
 
B. Previous Studies 
Although pragmatics is a famous branch of linguistics, not so many 
researchers in linguistics conduct research on hedges. There has been rarely found 
any research under hedges. However, here are two researches under hedges that 
the researcher has found to be similar to this study.  
The first research is a thesis entitled Maxim Flouting and Hedging of 
Cooperative Principles Applied by the Characters in the Movie Lock, Stock, and 
Two Smoking Barrels. This research was written by Indah Dwi Sulistyorini 
(2014). This research focused on two objectives. The first one was the type of 
maxim flouting and hedging of cooperative principle done by the characters in the 
movie. The second was the ways the characters flout and hedge the maxims. The 
researcher used the classification of maxim flouting and hedging by Grice (1975) 
to examine the types of maxim flouting and hedging occurred in the movie. Eight 
ways of maxim flouting proposed by Cutting (2002) and Grundy (2000) were 
used to identify how the characters in the movie flout the maxims. Additionally, 
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the researcher included ten language features for the ways to hedge the maxims. 
They were well, seems, anyway, never mind that, I thought, I think, if you don’t 
mind, if you know what I mean, if I am not mistaken, and could they?. The result 
of the research shows that maxim of quantity flouting and hedging of maxim of 
quality were highly used by the characters in the movie. Meanwhile, on the ways 
of maxim flouting and hedging, overstatement was the most frequent way for 
maxim flouting and well was for maxim hedging.  
The second research related to hedges is a thesis written by Adyaningrum 
Puspitasari Cinta Perdana (2014) entitled The Use of Hedging Device by the 
Judges in American Idol Season 9. The researcher was interested to investigate the 
phenomenon of language and gender using hedging devices conveyed by men and 
women in American Idol Season 9. It aimed to find out whether or not men and 
women used different types of hedging devices. Moreover, it also explored the 
possible reasons for using hedging devices by men and women in American Idol 
Season 9. Two broad types of hedging devices, namely hedging modifiers and 
discourse particles, proposed by Eckert and Ginet (2003) were used to classify the 
types of hedging device used by judges in American Idol Season 9. In addition, 
three possible reasons for the judges to use the hedging devices were positioning 
the speaker, weakening the speaker‘s position, and softening the assertion of the 
statement. The result of the research showed that there were no significant 
differences in the types of hedging devices between men and women. All of the 
possible reasons happened to be the case when the judges used hedging devices to 
comment on the contestants‘ performances.  
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This research is different from the two previous researches that have been 
explained. In this research, the researcher focuses on the use of hedges in political 
context, particularly debate. There are not so many people interested to conduct a 
research on hedges in a political context. The researcher focuses on three 
objectives for this research. They are types and functions of hedges, as well as the 
impacts of hedges to the candidates of the debate.  
 
C. Conceptual Framework 
Pragmatics deals with how people perceive messages based on context. It 
makes language users have to be aware of some hidden meaning inserted in 
speakers‘ utterances. There are rules for language users if they are about to 
communicate. One of the rules is to be cooperative.  Cooperative conversation can 
be achieved when a speaker and hearer follow the principle of cooperation in 
conversation. Yet, language user is still able to conduct cooperative conversation 
even though they do not follow some rules. Hedge is one of the ways for speaker 
to break the principle of cooperative conversation in a cooperative way. Thus, this 
research focuses on pragmatics, particularly in cooperative principle.  
The use of hedges in language can occur in any context. However, the 
researcher is interested to conduct a research on the use of hedges in a political 
context, particularly in a presidential debate. This research aims to find out the 
kinds of hedges that are used by the candidates of Second Obama-Romney 
Presidential Debate. The classifications of hedges used in this research are 
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approximators, adaptors, rounders, shields, plausibility shields and attribution 
shields. The classifications are proposed by Prince et al.  
In addition, there are also functions for the candidates to insert hedges in 
their utterances which are also important to be analyzed in this research. 
According to some linguists which are Lakoff, Martin-Martin, Fraser and Fetzer, 
there are four possible functions to put hedges in speaker‘s utterances. They are 
expressing the speaker‘s uncertainty, mitigating the force of the utterances, 
avoiding taking responsibility of the information given, and expressing an opinion 
or belief. 
 The last focus of this research is to analyze the impacts of hedges toward 
the candidates of the debate. Hedges can bring two impacts, positive and negative 
impacts, toward the candidates in creating a strong statement to defeat his 
opponent.  
Based on the conceptual framework, the analytical construct is drawn on 
the following page in order to outline the research.  
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 THE USE OF HEDGES IN THE SECOND OBAMA-ROMNEY PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE 
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Figure 2. Analytical Construct 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH METHOD 
 
A. Type of Study 
This research employed descriptive qualitative method since it attempted 
to identify and describe the linguistic phenomenon of hedges in presidential 
debate. The collected data were interpreted through analysis process. According to 
Strauss and Corbin (1998: 11), the collected data can consist of various forms like 
interviews and observation as well as films, videotapes, and documents. Further 
they explain that the interpretation brings the data into a nonmathematical process 
to code and organize the data. By using qualitative research method, the result of 
the research can give in-depth understanding on the object under study with 
detailed explanation (Vanderstoep and Johnston, 2009: 8). 
Since the purpose of qualitative research is description, the data presented 
in this research were in the form of narration instead of statistics or number. Thus, 
this research was categorized as qualitative research. The narration was the result 
of the researcher‘s interpretation or analysis on the subject of the research. Thus, 
the researcher was assumed to be objective in analyzing the data in this research. 
 
B. Forms, Contexts, and Source of Data 
The data of the research were in the form of utterances uttered by the 
candidates of Second Obama-Romney Presidential Debate that was held on 
October 16, 2012. The context of the data was the dialogue or discussion between 
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Obama and Romney in the presidential debate. The sources of the data were the 
transcript and the video of the debate. The transcript of the debate was retrieved 
from the official website of The New York Times and the video was downloaded 
from the youtube account of The New York Times.  
 
C. Data Collection Techniques 
According to Vanderstoep and Johnston (2009: 189) there are several 
techniques to collect data in qualitative research. They are interviewing, 
ethnographic observation, analysis of documents and material culture and visual 
analysis. Based on that theory, the researcher collected the data using analysis of 
documents and material culture on the transcript. In addition, the visual analysis 
was performed on the video of the presidential debate.  
The data collection in this research was conducted comprehensively in 
several steps by watching the video of presidential debate and reading the script. 
The steps in data collection were started by downloading the video of Second 
Obama-Romney Presidential Debate from youtube and its transcript. Then, the 
researcher watched and re-watched the video of the debate while crosschecking 
the transcript to the video. Along with those steps, the researcher also took note on 
the linguistic strategy of hedges found in the debate. Classifying the collected data 
into the data sheet was the last step for data collection. The format of the data 
sheet was presented as follows. 
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Table 1. Sample Data Sheet of Types, Functions, and Impacts of Hedges in the 
Second Obama Romney Presidential Debate 
No. Data 
Types Functions Impacts 
Explanation 
AD RO PL AT 1 2 3 P N 
1. ROMNEY: 
When you 
come out in 
2014, I 
presume I‘m 
going to be 
the president. 
  √   √  √  This statement was stated after 
a college student asking about 
the chance in getting job after 
he graduated. In this 
statement, Romney wanted to 
convince people, particularly 
the college student, that he 
would be the next president in 
2014.  
The first person pronoun is 
included along with hedge 
presume which shows the 
speaker‘s plausible attitude. 
The existence of the hedge 
presume shows the doubtful 
statement from Romney. The 
hedge device also makes the 
statement less direct that it 
mitigates the force of the 
utterance. However, although 
the word presume indicates 
the uncertain attitude of the 
speaker, it sounds better for 
people as it sounds convincing 
for them. 
 
Notes: 
Types: Functions: Impacts 
AD : Adaptors 1 : Showing the speaker‘s uncertainty N : Negative 
RO : Rounders 2 : Mitigating the force of the utterances P : Positive 
PL : 
Plausibility 
Shields 
3 : 
Avoiding taking responsibility of the 
information given 
   
AT : 
Attribution 
Shields 
4 : Expressing an opinion or belief 
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D. Research Instruments 
According to Moleong (2010: 168), what is meant by a research 
instrument is the tool to collect data. In qualitative research, the primary research 
instrument is the human or the researcher itself. Lincoln and Guba (in 
Vanderstoep and Johnston, 2009: 188-189) have a strong suggestion that human is 
the best research instrument. It is because human being is equipped by experience 
to give the right response to the research. Thus, the position of a researcher is 
really important in conducting a qualitative research. In this research, the 
researcher herself had some functions which were as a planner, data collector, 
data analyst, and the reporter for the result of the research.  
Besides the primary research instrument, this research also had a 
secondary instrument which was the data sheet. The data sheet helped the 
researcher to collect the data and classify them. The data sheet was in the form of 
a table. It was filled up with the phenomenon of hedges in the Second Obama-
Romney presidential debate.  
 
E. Data Analysis Techniques 
The data analysis method used in qualitative research is inductive 
approach. Vanderstoep and Johnston (2009: 168) state that in an inductive 
approach, the data are observed before the researcher finally gets the theory, 
hypothesis and interpretation. For that case, there are several actions carried out 
for the data analysis. According to Bogdan and Biklen (in Moleong, 2010: 248) 
the flows of data analysis in qualitative research are working with the data, 
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organizing the data, sorting the data, classifying the data, determining the pa ttern, 
finding things that are important and needed to be learnt, and deciding what can 
be presented to others.  
The data analysis techniques in this research were divided into several 
steps. First, the researcher categorized the data found in the transcript of the 
debate to the classification of hedges based on the data sheet. Second, she 
analyzed the context of situation and explained it on to the data sheet. Third, the 
trustworthiness was gained through triangulation with some fellow linguistics 
friends and lecturers. Fourth, the data and analysis were re-checked before they 
were reported as the result of the research. Last, the researcher drew the 
conclusion of the research.  
 
F. Data Trustworthiness  
 A research should meet the validity and credibility standard in order to 
gain trustworthiness. Moleong (2010: 321) explains that a qualitative research 
needs to fulfill the criteria of credibility, transferability, dependability, and 
conformability. If those criteria can be applied to a research, the applicable value, 
consistency and objectivity are well checked for trustworthiness. 
There are several ways to check the data trustworthiness of the research. 
Triangulation is one of the techniques used to gain trustworthiness in qualitative 
research. It is a technique that employs some methodologies to deal with the same 
question (Vanderstoep and Johnston, 2009: 179). This research applied 
triangulation technique to gain credibility and validity of the data. The researcher 
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employed numerous approaches to enhance confidence in ensuring the findings. 
Those were methodological triangulation, investigator triangulation, and 
theoretical triangulation as stated by Moleong (2010: 330). 
Methodological triangulation is related to different data collection 
techniques which the researcher used to gain credibility and reliability of the data. 
Employing different data collection strategies were done to ensure the accuracy of 
a phenomenon. Investigator triangulation involved different perspectives to check 
the validity of the data collected. It was conducted by consulting the data sheet to 
the lecturers as well as discussing the data sheet with some fellow linguistics 
students. Thus, the different perspectives which had been delivered could check 
and re-check the validity of the data and analysis. The last, theoretical 
triangulation was used by using several theories to interpret and analyze the data. 
Those theories are the classification of hedges from E.F. Prince et al, the theory of 
functions which are combined from Lakoff, Martin-Martin, Fraser and Fetzer, as 
well as the impact of the use of hedges were applied in this research.  
 43 
 
CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
 
 This chapter is divided into two sections. They are findings and discussion 
sections. The first section shows the occurrences of the types, functions, and 
impacts of hedges found in the Second Obama-Romney Presidential Debate. The 
data are presented in the form of numbers and percentages in the table of data. In 
the discussion section, the analysis describes types, functions and impact of 
hedges in the debate. In addition, the last section also answers the objectives of 
the research.  
 
A. Findings 
This section describes the data of hedges found in the Second Obama-
Romney Presidential Debate. The data are arranged based on the objectives of the 
research. They are types, functions, and impacts of hedges in the debate. There are 
38 data found in this research which are shown in Table 2. The occurrence of 
types, functions, and impacts of hedges in the Second Obama-Romney 
Presidential Debate are shown in the table.  
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Table 2. Occurrence of Types, Functions and Impacts of Hedges in the 
Second Obama-Romney Presidential Debate 
No Type Function Impact Occurrence Percentage 
1. Approximator 
a. Adaptor - - 0 0 
b. Rounder 
Showing 
Uncertainty 
Negative 11 29 
2. Shield 
a. Plausibility 
Mitigating the 
Force  
Negative 24 63 
Positive 1 3 
b. Attribution 
Avoiding 
Taking 
Responsibility 
Positive 2 5 
 TOTAL 38 100 
 
 Table 2 above shows the findings of data of hedges in this research. There 
are types, functions, and impacts of the use of hedges in the second Obama-
Romney Presidential Debate. Among four types of hedges, only three of them can 
be found in 38 data. However, some types are more frequent than the others. 
Plausibility hedge is the most dominant type to occur in this research with 25 data. 
Most of them have mitigating the force of the utterance as the function. In 
addition, most of the plausibility hedges lead to negative impact.  
Meanwhile, there is one type of hedges which cannot be found in the 
debate. That hedge is adaptor. Adaptor hedge is usually used when preposition is 
correct or partially correct. Somehow, sentences with this hedge can be 
ambiguous or not exact. Thus, this type of hedge rarely appears in the debate 
because a politician is supposed to give exact strategies or agenda to gain 
supporters. Adaptor appears more in a formal or daily conversation since 
delivering information which is partially correct is fine. However, in a political 
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event, such as a debate, politicians seek for a good image in order to be chosen by 
people. Therefore, being not precise with their upcoming agenda is not wise to do 
in a debate. 
The most dominant hedge, which is plausibility hedge, and its function, 
which is mitigating the force of the utterance, are related. Most of data with 
plausibility hedge found in the debate are doubtful statements from the candidates 
which include first speaker pronoun (i.e. I think). The hedge here can be seen as a 
strategy to modify the force of the utterance. Politician can also use this kind of 
strategy in order to be seen less threatening to his opponent. This strategy is used 
when the candidates want to deliver their opinions without being too 
straightforward. Prince et al (in Fraser, 2010: 20) said that the use of hedges in a 
speaker‘s statement implies the assertion is made on plausible reasons. It means 
that the candidates believe that their statement is true. However, still, the 
candidates want to make their utterances less direct and less imposing. Obama and 
Romney try to make their utterances less imposing when they refute each other 
statement. Their strategies are proven by the use of hedge to mitigate the force of 
the utterances in order to be less imposing to the opponent.  
 In relation to the impact of the use of hedges in the debate, most of the 
hedges give a negative impact to the candidates. There are only three occurrences 
of positive impact in this research. One impact occurs when the candidates use 
plausibility hedge to mitigate the force of their utterances. The hedge gives a 
positive impact although the function is to mitigate the force. The plausibility 
hedge gives positive impact because the hedge creates confident belief that the 
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speaker will become the next president. The other two happen when the 
candidates use attribution hedge to avoid taking responsibility of their utterances. 
Attribution hedge is used when a speaker attributes information to another party 
or source. Therefore, the candidates entrust the truth of information to the source 
of the attribution. Thus, their information sound more convincing as the 
candidates put reliable sources in their utterances.  
 
B. Discussion 
In this section, finding of the research is discussed comprehensively in 
order to answer the problem formulation stated in chapter I. The examples in this 
section are taken from the appendix to give clear explanation. There are three 
parts in this section. The first part is related to the types of hedges used by the 
candidates of the Second Obama-Romney Presidential Debate. The second part is 
related to the functions of hedges in the debate. The third part is related to the 
impact of hedges in the debate.  
1. Types of Hedges Used in the Second Obama-Romney Presidential Debate 
Based on the findings, there are two main classifications of hedge. Each 
main classification is divided into two sub-types. The first main type is 
approximator with adaptor and rounder. The second main type is shield with 
plausibility and attribution.  
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a. Approximator: Rounder 
The first type of hedge is approximator. The use of this hedge by a speaker 
is often followed by correlating the hedge to something implicit. This kind of 
hedge also provides an alternative meaning to the original meaning. There are two 
sub-types for approximator. However, as explained above, there is only rounder 
hedge which can be found in this research.  
Rounder is used when precise information is unavailable (Fraser, 2010: 
19). Since there is no exact range of information, this hedge indicates an 
approximate range of information.  
In the first example, Obama responded to a question related to energy 
issues. Crowley asked Obama‘s opinion about his energy secretary‘s statement. 
Obama‘s energy secretary ever said that it was not the job of Energy Department 
to lower the gas price. In regard to that question, Obama said that the most 
important thing was to control their own energy. He emphasized in his 
explanation that he and his people made priority on natural gas. He said that it was 
a way to create efficient energy and keep the gas price low. In order to support his 
statement, Obama explained the number of jobs created from natural gas industry 
and the time span of natural gas availability. His point related to natural gas was 
that he planned to make efficient energy in regard to their better future and stable 
gas price.  
 
OBAMA: We‘ve got potentially 600,000 jobs and 100 
years‘ worth of energy right beneath our feet 
with natural gas. 
(Datum 3)  
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In this context, Obama‘s statement is not certain. Obama becomes not 
certain because he inserts the hedge potentially to presume the number of jobs and 
the time span of natural gas availability. He does not give a real or precise 
number. The existence of the hedge potentially has created uncertainty in 
Obama‘s words. It sounds as if he is not certain with his statement yet. Some 
people may use hedge in order to limit information that they want to share. 
However, in this case, Obama should have given the exact number of jobs. It is 
not only the number of the jobs and the time span of natural gas availability which 
sound uncertain, but also Obama‘s belief to reach that goal for jobs and natural 
gas availability. 
In the second example, Obama and Romney were in an argument about 
energy issues. Obama had just explained his moves to produce smart energy in the 
latest four years and the next four years. However, Romney said that those moves 
were not what Obama and his people had been doing in the latest four years. After 
that, Romney accused Obama of cutting the permits and licenses on federal land 
and federal water in half. In response to that statement, Obama answered that it 
was not true. Obama and Romney were involved in a series of argument about this 
topic.  
 
OBAMA: Governor, we have actually produced more oil— 
 (Datum 4) 
 
Related to this context, Obama uses rounder hedge more to help him 
responding Romney‘s question. However, Obama‘s words do not sound too 
convincing because he cannot give the precise amount of oil production. Since 
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they are involved in an argument and cut each ohther‘s explanation, Obama 
cannot finish his answer here. Nevertheless, giving exact words to describe the 
amount of oil produced is better than using rounder hedge more. The rounder 
hedge only creates an ambiguity and give Romney the chance to argue against 
him. 
In the third example, Obama and Romney were still arguing whether 
Obama had cut licenses and permits on federal land and federal water or not. 
Previously, Obama had denied Romney‘s statement. However, Romney did not 
believe Obama. Romney kept pushing Obama to explain the amount that the 
President had cut for licenses and permits.  Romney‘s disbelief was shown by the 
times Romney repeated the same question asking Obama the amount of the cut. 
After trying to say that it was not true, Obama explained the situation to Romney. 
Obama started his explanation with the following sentence although it was cut 
again by Romney before Obama could finish his explanation.  
 
OBAMA: There were a whole bunch of oil companies. 
(Datum 5) 
 
In this statement, Obama uses rounder a whole bunch to refer to the 
number of oil companies. He does not tell the number of the oil companies to 
convince Romney and people. Thus, the precise number of the oil companies is 
unavailable. The decision to use the rounder hedge a whole bunch actually 
degrades public‘s trust for him. The degradation of public trust for Obama 
happens since there is no definite number of oil company that is mentioned by 
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Obama. The President needs to give a number in order to assure Romney and 
people about the fact.   
The fourth example happened after an undecided voter asked a question to 
Romney. She asked how Romney differentiated himself from George W. Bush 
since they were both from Republican Party and might have the same policies. 
Her fear of the same policies to be reapplied was not an unreasonable thought. 
The strategies that Romney delivered for the campaign were similar to the 
strategies that George W. Bush have in 2000.  However, Romney explained that 
he was different from George W. Bush. After explaining that he was different by 
the virtue of new technology, Romney said that he would expand and add more 
free trades. He said that the trade in Latin America had been growing about 12 
percent.  
 
ROMNEY: It‘s been growing about 12 percent per year over a long 
period of time. 
  (Datum 19) 
 
In Romney explanation, he uses rounder about to presume trade growth in 
Latin America. There is no exact number of trade growths in Romney explanation 
since he uses rounder. The use of rounder signifies that the number is not certain. 
Romney needs to give an exact fact about the trade growth to support his 
explanation. His explanation will sound more precise and supportive, if Romney 
does not use rounder in this statement,  
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b. Shields 
The second main classification of hedges conveyed by Prince et al is 
shield. How this hedge is different from the previous type of hedge, which is 
approximator, is laid on how it creates fuzziness. Aprroximator creates fuzziness 
within utterances, while shield creates fuzziness by seeing the degree of speaker‘s 
commitment to his uncertainty (Fraser, 2010: 19). In a simpler way, this hedge 
shows how a speaker is not fully committed to the truth of the utterances. There 
are two sub-types of shield. They are plausibility and attribution.  
1) Plausibility 
Plausibility is often used to show that a speaker is not absolutely right or 
true (Fraser, 2010:19). It shows a speaker‘s doubtful attitude.  
The first example was stated after a college student asked the candidates 
about the chance in getting job after he graduated. Romney had given his answers 
before he paused to ask when the audience would graduate. In his explanation, 
Romney wanted to reassure people that he knew well how to create job and make 
the economy going. He also mentioned about growing the Pell Grant Program and 
loan program for education.  
 
ROMNEY: When you come out in 2014, I presume I‘m 
going to be the president. 
(Datum 1) 
 
 In Romney‘s statement, first person pronoun is included along with  hedge 
presume which shows the speaker‘s plausible attitude. The existence of the hedge 
presume shows a doubtful statement from Romney. His statement can be different 
if he actually cuts the hedge presume in this statement. The statement will sound 
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clear enough to show that he is confident to be elected in that presidential election. 
His intention in inserting the hedge is to emphasize his confident. He also wants 
to convince people that he will be the next president of United States.  
 The next example occurred when Candy Crowley gave the candidates her 
follow-up question about job and unemployment. The topic had previously been 
asked by a college student. Candy Crowley asked the candidates‘ strategy to cope 
with those long-term unemployed at that time. The following statement was 
included in Romney‘s answer. This statement was related to Obama‘s statement 
saying that Romney always wanted to make Detroit bankrupt. In the following 
statement, Romney explained that one way to make companies get back on their 
feet and starting hiring more people was to let them bankrupt first.  
 
ROMNEY: And I think it is important to know that that 
was a process that was necessary to get those 
companies back on their feet, so they could 
start hiring more people. 
(Datum 2) 
 
 In this context, Romney delivers his opinion using plausibility hedge think 
followed by first person pronoun. The use of hedge think in his statement 
indicates that Romney‘s statement is not absolutely right or wrong. The statement 
shows Romney‘s doubtful attitude since he produces a statement with personal 
thought marker. He is better not using plausibility hedge to make a clear point 
about his strategy for the almost-bankrupt-companies. Thus, his statement sounds 
more convincing for people.  
 The third example happened when the candidates were engaged in a series 
of argument related to the topic of oil, gas and coal. They kept cutting each other‘s 
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utterances. Previously, Romney blamed Obama on the decrease of energy 
production and jobs. However, Obama could not take what Romney had said as a 
true fact. Related to that, Romney delivered his opinion that he believed Obama 
was not going to make effort for oil, gas and coal.  
 
ROMENY: I don‘t think anyone really believes that you‘re 
a person who‘s going to be pushing for oil and 
gas and coal. 
(Datum 8) 
 
 In this statement, Romney uses plausibility hedge I don’t think to deliver 
his opinion. This hedging device shows the speaker‘s doubtful attitude on the 
statement. His strategy to make people believe him can be failed when he puts 
plausibility hedge in this statement. In order to gather people‘s trust, Romney 
needs to put a clear fact instead of uncertain utterances. In this statement, Romney 
sounds in doubt. His utterance shows what Romney has said is not absolutely 
right or wrong.  
 The fourth example was included in Romney‘s response regarding to a 
question about his strategy to deal with immigrant without green cards who lived 
as productive members of society. Romney began his answer by explaining the 
condition of legal immigrant in the United States. He would like to make legal 
system for immigration works better. Romney said that it was actually easy to get 
in to United States.  He also thought that people should not have to hire a lawyer 
to figure out how.  In addition, he also said that he would rather give green cards 
to people with skills that America need.  
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ROMNEY: I also think that we should give visas to people 
– green cards, rather, to people who graduate 
with skills that we need. 
(Datum 24) 
 
 Related to this context, Romney puts plausibility hedge in his utterance in 
proposing one of his strategies about green cards. His statement does not really 
make a good point since he uses hedging device here. The utterance expresses his 
uncertainty of the truth value of his statement. Proposing his strategy toward his 
moves is really important. Thus the candidates are better using doubtless words. 
The purpose is to convince people that he is serious about his plan and is going to 
make it as a fact in the future.  
 The last example of plausibility hedge was about assault weapon ban.  
Previously Candid Crowley had asked Romney the reason why he changed his 
attitude toward assault weapon ban. Romney was known for supporting assault 
weapon ban since 1994, even signed assault weapon ban on 2004 as a governor of 
Massachusetts. However, he started to change his gun control in 2008 and no 
longer support the assault weapon ban. In the following statement from Obama, 
the President started responding the topic again by reminding people that Romney 
was once support it.  
 
OBAMA: The – first of all, I think Governor Romney was 
for an assault weapons ban before he was against 
it. 
(Datum 34) 
 
 Regarding to the response from Obama about assault weapon ban, he puts 
plausibility hedge I think here. The plausibility hedge shows that his statement is 
not absolutely right or wrong. It means that his statement is ambiguous. The 
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situation will be different if he does not insert the plausibility hedge. His 
statement will sound more like a fact rather than personal thought. Thus, people 
can find him more convincing.   
2) Attribution 
This type of hedge shows a speaker‘s doubtful attitude by attributing the 
degree of uncertainty to another party. In other words, attribution is used to 
express a speaker‘s doubt indirectly (Fraser, 2010: 19). 
In the first example, an audience asked question about Romney‘s plan on 
reducing the tax rates and eliminating some deductions. Romney had made a 
statement that he would not raise the tax rates for middle class people. However, 
he would limit some deductions in order to balance the cut in tax rates. In addition 
to his plan on tax rates, Romney also criticized the recent administration under 
Obama. He related his comments for Obama to a recent study involving Obama‘s 
administration. Romney said that a recent study found that Obama‘s 
administration had made middle class people paid higher taxes while their 
incomes were going down.  
 
ROMNEY: A recent study has shown the people in the 
middle-class will see $4,000.00 per year in 
higher taxes as a result of the spending and 
borrowing of this administration. 
(Datum 13) 
 
 In the context of the statement, Romney delivers his explanation using 
attribution hedge as he borrows the information from a recent study. He starts his 
statement with a recent study has shown. The hedge functions to avoid taking 
responsibility of the information. It means that Romney‘s doubt is expressed 
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indirectly since he uses the attribution hedge in involving another source of 
information. 
 The next example, the candidates involved in a topic about their 
immigration policies. The first attempt to deliver their strategies was for Romney. 
After that, Obama gave his plans to fix immigration system. He also tried to 
straighten up what Romney had said about his immigration policy vision. Obama 
thought that Romney‘s vision actually would not help people to get the American 
citizenship legally. In Obama‘s opinion, part of the Arizona Law that Romney 
took as a model of the nation was going to make people‘s lives more miserable. 
 
OBAMA: Part of the Arizona law said that law 
enforcement officers could stop folks because 
they looked like they might be undocumented 
workers and check their papers 
(Datum 26) 
 
 In the context of this statement, Obama uses attribution hedge to relate his 
statement to the part of the Arizona Law. He does not want to take responsibility 
of the information only to his side. Thus, he puts the hedge in order to avoid being 
blamed if what he said is wrong. He is indirectly being doubtful by using 
attribution hedge in his statement.  
    
2. Functions of Hedges Used in the Second Obama-Romney Presidential 
Debate 
According to the findings, there are three functions of hedges used by the 
candidates that can be analyzed. The theories are proposed by some linguists, such 
as Lakoff, Martin-Martin and Fraser.  
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a. Showing the Speaker’s Uncertainty 
Hedges can signify a speaker‘s uncertainty when the speaker cannot or 
tend not to provide the exact information (Lakoff in Boehnam et al, 2012: 21).  
In the first example, the candidates are in the middle of argument about 
permits and licenses on federal lands and federal water. Romney insisted that 
Obama had cut licenses and permits on federal land and federal water in half.  
After cutting each other‘s words for some times, Obama finally got the chance to 
explain the situation. In the following statement, Obama wanted to explain that 
there were actually still a lot of oil company which had leases on public lands. 
However, according to Obama, those oil companies did not follow the rule in 
drilling.  
 
OBAMA: You had a whole bunch of oil companies who 
had leases on public lands that they weren‘t 
using.  
(Datum 6) 
 
 In the example, the use of rounder hedge a whole bunch makes Obama‘s 
statement inaccurate. The statement becomes inaccurate because there is no 
precise number of the oil companies. Obama only presumes the number of the oil 
companies which have leases on public lands. The lack of precise information for 
how many oil companies that Obama means makes his statement uncertain.  
 The second example happened when the candidates were still engaged in a 
topic of oil and gas drilling. After Obama explained the current situation about the 
oil companies which did not follow the drilling rule, Romney still could not take 
Obama‘s words. Romney said that under Obama‘s government, they had not 
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produced more oil, gas and coal on federal lands and federal waters. Romney also 
imputed the loss of coal jobs on Obama‘s government. 
 
ROMNEY: I was just at a coal facility, where some 1,200 
people lost their jobs. 
(Datum 7) 
 
In the context of the statement, the use of the hedge makes Romney‘s 
words not clear. Romney‘s words become not clear because the precise 
information about the number of the jobs that people have lost is not available. 
Romney only presumes the number of the jobs that it sounds uncertain. Using the 
rounder hedge to presume the number of people who lose the jobs can be taken as 
a way for Romney to degrade the image of Obama‘s administration. 
In the third example, still discussing about oil drilling, Romney was still in 
his critics for Obama‘s administration. Romney said that he believed Obama was 
not a person who fought for oil, gas and coal.  It was proven by the current 
strategy on oil, gas and coal which did not work and increased the price.  Romney 
tried to compare the price of gasoline when Obama started to take office and at the 
present time. He explained that the price went up since Obama took office.  
 
ROMNEY: When The President took office, the price of 
gasoline here in Nassau County was about $ 
1.86 a gallon. 
(Datum 11) 
 
 Romney‘s words becomes uncertain since the hedge makes the price of 
gasoline just a presumption. The existence of the hedge about indicates that it is 
not the precise price of gasoline. Precise information is needed if he wants to 
make people to side with him about his critics for Obama‘s administration. 
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b. Mitigating the Force of the Utterances 
As delivered by Martin-Martin (in Rabab‘ah and Rumman, 2015: 158), 
hedges can also mitigate the force of utterances. Thus, the utterances can be less 
imposing to a hearer.  
The first example occurred when the candidates were arguing the decrease 
in oil, gas and coal production. Romney blamed Obama for what he had done to 
decrease energy production and job vacancy. Everytime Obama was about to give 
his response, he was always cut by Romney. Romney said that Obama was not the 
one who could make effort for oil, gas and coal.  
 
ROMNEY: And the answer is I don‘t believe people think 
that‘s the case, because I – I‘m – that wasn‘t a 
question. 
(Datum 9) 
 
 The use of hedges I don’t believe in this statement mitigates the force of 
the utterance. The force of the utterance is reduced since Romney‘s words become 
less direct by including the hedge as indication of his opinion. Romney does not 
openly accuse Obama for not making effort for oil, gas and coal. His implicit 
accusation is showed when he still inserts the plausibility hedge in order to not 
impose Obama. 
The next example occurred when the candidates were talking about tax. 
Previously, Obama had given his strategy for tax plan. In the end of his response 
about tax plan, Obama criticized Romney‘s tax plan. Romney had said that what 
grew the economy was the strategy to make people with higher incomes paid low 
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tax. However, Obama could not agree on Romney‘s tax plan. Obama said that the 
best way to grow the economy was getting the tax credit for kids to go to college.  
 
OBAMA: I think what grows the economy is when you get 
the tax credit that we put in place for your kids 
going to college. 
(Datum 14) 
 
 Obama reduces the force of his utterance with the use of hedge I think. He 
delivers opinion using the hedge to make his statement less direct and less 
imposing. Eliminating the plausibility hedge in this statement can strengthen the 
threat to Romney‘s face. Obama will show his disagreement more direct without 
the plausibility hedge.  
 The last example also occurred when Obama gave his disagreement on 
Romney‘s statement about what grew the economy. In the previous statement, 
Obama had said that getting the tax credit for kids to go to college was the best 
way to grow the economy. In this statement, Obama added that making sure small 
business got tax credit for hiring veterans was also a way to grow the economy.  
 
OBAMA: I think what grows the economy is when we 
make sure small businesses are getting a tax 
credit for hiring veterans who fought for our 
country. 
(Datum 15) 
 
 Obama gives his opinion using the hedge I think that makes his statement 
less direct and less imposing. His statement becomes less imposing because the 
hedge mitigates the power of the utterances. Obama will directly show his 
disagreement to Romney‘s previous statement if there is no plausibility hedge in 
the statement.  
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The fourth example was Obama‘s response to Romney‘s previous 
accusation. Previously, Romney was talking about the big deficit in Obama‘s 
administration. Romney also said that Obama‘s policies had kept small business 
from growing and hiring more people. In the following statement, Obama wanted 
to clarify the condition that he and his people did actually started in tough times.  
 
OBAMA: Well, first of all, I think it‘s important to tell you 
that we did come in during some tough times. 
(Datum 20) 
 
 In Obama‘s response to Romney‘s statement, he uses plausibility hedge to 
make the statement less direct. By inserting the hedge I think, the statement is less 
forceful. Obama tried to smoothly delivers his thought about what Romney had 
said. The statement can be smoothly delivered to Romney since the existence of 
the hedge mitigates the force of the utterance.  
 
c. Avoiding Taking Responsibility of the Information Given 
According to the conclusion made by Fraser (2010: 205), one of the 
purposes of hedge use is to avoid responsibility of a fact or act.  
The first example happened when an audience asked Romney about his 
plans on reducing the tax rates and eliminating some deductions. After explaining 
his tax plans, Romney related his explanation to the current tax condition under 
Obama. Romney said that in the last four years, middle class people had suffered 
because of Obama‘s plan on tax. In order to support his opinion, Romney put 
recent study information saying that Obama‘s administration had made middle 
class people paid higher taxes while their incomes were going down.  
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ROMNEY: A recent study has shown the people in the 
middle-class will see $4,000.00 per year in 
higher taxes as a result of the spending and 
borrowing of this administration. 
(Datum 13) 
 
Romney does not want to take responsibility of his statement since he use 
the hedge. The existence of the hedge indicates that he does not want to be blamed 
if the things he is about to say is not true. Romney moves the responsibility of the 
statement to recent study as he relates the statement to that information.  
The last example occurred when the candidates are in the middle of 
argument about their immigration policy. Obama said that Romney ever called the 
Part of Arizona Law as a model for the nation. However, in this statement, Obama 
wanted to straighten up what Romney had said about his immigration policy 
vision. Obama thought that Romney‘s vision actually would not help people to get 
the American citizenship. Instead, Romney would make their life more miserable. 
 
OBAMA: Part of the Arizona law said that law 
enforcement officers could stop folks because 
they looked like they might be undocumented 
workers and check their papers 
(Datum 26) 
 
 Obama relates his statement about Romney‘s immigration policy using 
hedges indicates that Obama does not want to take the responsibility of the 
information. Obama uses that information to relate to what Romney takes as 
something good as model for the nation.  
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3. The Impacts of the Use of Hedges in The Second Obama-Romney 
Presidential Debate 
Brown and Levinson explain that politician often inputs linguistic 
strategies in their use of language in order to manage their interactions (in Fetzer, 
2010: 65). Their goal in using the linguistic strategies is to maintain a face and 
information wants. Hedging as one of linguistic strategies that is used by 
politician to maintain a face and information give two possible impacts toward the 
politician. The possible impact is negative or positive.  
 
a. Negative Impacts 
The first example of negative impact occurred in the debate when Obama 
was trying to defense himself. Romney kept attacking Obama on the issue of 
energy policy. According to Romney, Obama‘s energy policy did not work 
resulting in some degradation. Candid Crowley then asked Obama whether it was 
true that price of gasoline was high because Obama‘s energy policy did not work. 
Obama started his response for Romney‘s accusation by explaining that he took 
office during the tough times. In addition, Obama also wanted to clear off that he 
had actually built enough pipeline. 
OBAMA: We‘ve built enough pipeline to wrap around the 
entire earth once. 
(Datum 12) 
 
 In the context of the statement, Obama uses the hedge enough to presume 
the number of the pipelines. The hedge he uses has created a negative impact for 
him since his utterance become uncertain. Obama cannot convince Romney and 
64 
 
 
 
audience with his uncertain statement. Moreover, Romney repeatedly mentions 
about the issue of not enough pipeline. It will be wise to make a clear explanation 
for the number of the pipeline. Thus, Romney will not be able to ask the same 
topic.  
 The next example happened when the candidates in the middle of tax plan 
topics. Candid Crowley asked Obama‘s opinion about Romney‘s tax plan. In his 
tax plan, Romney said he would give tax cut to middle class people. However, 
Obama did not think that Romney‘s plan would work. Obama then explained the 
cost of lowering rates for everybody across the board.  
 
OBAMA: Along with what he also wants to do in terms of 
eliminating the estate tax, along what he wants 
to do in terms of corporates, changes in the tax 
code, it costs about $5 trillion. 
(Datum 16) 
 
 In this statement, the hedge used by Obama indicates the lack of certainty 
of the speaker. Obama only presumes the cost of lowering rates using the hedge 
about. The statement does not really support Obama in convincing the audience. 
Thus, the statement creates a negative impact since Obama becomes uncertain 
along with the existence of the hedge. Obama will be able to create a strong 
objection to Romney‘s plan if he does not use the rounder hedge.  
 The third example occurred after Candid Crowley asked Romney whether 
he would still look at his plan if his tax plan did not work. Romney tried to 
convince people that he was a person that could be trusted to reach the plan. He 
compared his tax plan to Obama‘s deficit over the last four years. In Romney‘s 
opinion, the deficit would be doubled if Obama took the office again. He 
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presumed the number of national debt which the states would have when Obama 
was reelected.  
 
ROMNEY: If the President were reelected, we‘d go to 
almost $20 trillion of national debt. 
(Datum 17) 
 
 In this statement, Romney uses the hedge almost to presume the national 
debt. His utterance is not trusted since his decision to use the hedge makes his 
statement uncertain. Romney needs to be convincing and certain to create a good 
impact in front of others.  
 The fourth example was in the middle of Obama and Romney‘s discussion 
about energy policy. The candidates were involved in a series of argument after 
Romney kept blaming Obama about the decrease in energy production. In 
Romney‘s opinion, the decrease happened because of what Obama had done in 
the last four years. Romney said that he believed Obama was not a person who 
fought for oil, gas and coal. In the following example, Romney repeated the 
statement again and emphasized that American people did not believe Obama 
either.  
ROMNEY: I don‘t think the American people believe that. 
(Datum 10) 
 
 In the context of this example, Romney has created a negative impact for 
him because his statement is not convincing. There is the plausibility hedge I think 
in his statement that makes his utterances less strong. His statement is more like 
his personal opinion with the plausibility hedge. Thus, people cannot take it as a 
fact.  
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 The last example was related to a question about differences between 
Romney and George W. Bush. In the end of his response to this question, Obama 
gave his opinion about the differences between Obama and Romney. However, 
according to Obama, Romney and Bush were not different in economy and social 
policies. 
 
OBAMA: And I think that‘s a mistake. 
(Datum 21) 
 
 Regarding to the context of Obama‘s statement, he has made a negative 
impact to himself. The negative impact occurs since Obama uses plausibility 
hedge in his statement which creates a less strong point. Obama needs to convince 
people that Romney is even worse than Bush in social policies. Thus, Obama 
needs to exclude the plausibility hedge in order to have a strong point about his 
opinion. 
 
b. Positive Impacts 
The first example occurred when the first questioner, which was a college 
student, asked about the chance in getting job after he graduated. In this statement 
Romney created a statement to reassure people, particularly the college student, 
that he would be the next president in 2014.  
ROMNEY: When you come out in 2014, I presume I‘m 
going to be the president. 
(Datum 1) 
The existence of the hedge presume means that Romney believes that he 
will be the next president elected. This strategy can support him to create a good 
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image. His statement is able to make people believe him that he will come out as 
the winner.  
The next example occurred after a question about Romney‘s plan on 
reducing the tax rates and eliminating some deductions. Romney had made a 
statement that he would not raise tax rates for middle class people. He related his 
explanation about tax plan to a recent study involving Obama‘s administration. 
Romney said that the recent study found that Obama‘s administration had made 
middle class people paid higher taxes while their incomes were going down.  
 
ROMNEY: A recent study has shown the people in the 
middle-class will see $4,000.00 per year in 
higher taxes as a result of the spending and 
borrowing of this administration. 
(Datum 13) 
 
 In this statement, it can be seen that Romney wants to degrade Obama‘s 
image. Romney gives information about the impact of Obama‘s administration 
toward middle class people. He says that middle class people will have higher 
taxes when their incomes go down. Romney‘s statement is more trusted because 
he relates his statement to a recent study about Obama‘s administration. The 
recent study becomes a supporting fact to his statement for Obama‘s 
administration. Thus, his statement creates a positive impact since he sounds 
assuring.  
 In the last example, the candidates discussed their immigration policies. 
Obama tried to straighten up what Romney had said about his immigration policy 
vision. Obama thought that Romney‘s vision actually would not help  people to 
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get the American citizenship. Instead, Romney had made their life more miserable 
with the Arizona Law.  
 
OBAMA: Part of the Arizona law said that law 
enforcement officers could stop folks because 
they looked like they might be undocumented 
workers and check their papers. 
(Datum 26) 
 This statement creates a positive impact to Obama since he relates his 
explanation to another party. He uses a trusted source, which is Arizona Law, to 
straighten up Romney previous statement. Since Obama‘s statement is 
convincing, he gains positive face from others.  
 Among the three types of hedges used by the candidates of the debates, 
plausibility hedge is the most frequent hedge that is used by the candidates. It can 
be seen in the number of plausibility hedge found in this research which is 25 data 
out of 38. This hedge is mostly used when the candidates want to be seen less 
imposing toward his opponents. They mitigate the force of their utterance in order 
to not straightforwardly push their statement, although they believe that their 
statement is true.  
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 
 
 This chapter consists of two sections, i.e. conclusions and suggestions. 
There are three points of conclusion in the first section which are concluded from 
research findings and discussion. Meanwhile, suggestion section provides some 
suggestions for some parties related to results of the research.  
 
A. Conclusions 
Based on findings and discussion in the previous chapter, some 
conclusions are presented as follows.  
1. The first objective of this research is to identify and describe the types of 
hedges that Obama and Romney used in their second presidential debate. Data of 
the research are classified based on the categorization of hedges by Prince et al. 
There are four classifications of hedges. The first two are adaptor and rounder 
hedges which belong to approximator group. The other two are plausibility and 
attribution hedges which belong to shield group. However, in this research, there 
are only three types of hedges used by the candidates of the presidential debate, 
i.e. rounder, plausibility and attribution. The frequency for each type is different. 
Plausibility is the most frequent hedge to occur in the debate with 25 data out of 
38. Almost the entire plausibility hedge in this debate uses I think. The plausibility 
hedges are mostly used when the candidates want to be seen less threatening to 
their opponent.  
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2. The second objective of this research is to identify and describe functions 
of hedges that Obama and Romney used in their second presidential debate. There 
are three functions of hedges which can be analyzed in the debate. They are 
showing the speaker‘s uncertainty, mitigating the force of the utterances, and 
avoiding taking responsibility of the information given. All of the functions can 
be found in the debate. Mitigating the force of the utterances is the most frequent 
function to occur in the debate with 25 data out of 38. This function occurs more 
because the candidates want to reduce the force of their utterance in the debate. 
The candidates want to give less imposition to their opponent.  
3. The third objective of this research is to analyze the impacts of hedges in 
the second Obama Romney presidential debate. The findings of this research 
show that there are two impacts of hedges. The use of hedges can create either 
positive or negative impacts. However, most of hedges give negative impacts for 
the candidates of the debate.  Among 38 data of hedges found in this research, 
only three of them can give a positive impact to the candidates of the debate. Most 
of the hedges create uncertain statements while the candidates need to convince 
people with their words. Meanwhile, the other three hedges, which are attribution 
hedge, are able to create more trust toward people by attributing the statement to a 
trusted source of information.  
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B. Suggestions 
Based on the conclusions, some suggestions can be presented as follows.  
1. To Students of English Literature Study Program 
Pragmatics covers various phenomena in the use of language including 
hedges. Hedges are categorized as a part of cooperative principle since it is related 
to maxims of cooperative principle. Compared to other researches on the scope of 
pragmatics, the research about hedges has not gained much attention. Thus, the 
researcher suggests students of English literature study program, particularly those 
who are majoring in linguistics, to learn and conduct research on hedges. 
Moreover, the students can use this research as a reference to enrich their 
knowledge on hedges.  
2. To Other Researchers  
Other researchers who are interested in conducting research on hedges are 
suggested to investigate hedges from other perspective. This research focuses on 
finding out types of hedges, function of hedges and impacts of hedges from the 
perspective of the speakers or the candidates. Meanwhile, the investigation of 
hedges can also be analyzed from the perspective of the audiences. Other 
researchers can analyze how hedges give impacts to the audiences. It will be more 
interesting to find out how the use of hedges by the candidates can influence 
people in deciding their choice for the presidential election. The researcher also 
suggests other researchers to conduct more research on political hedges from 
different kinds of data source like campaign, talk show, and news.  
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3. To  Readers in General 
Linguistic phenomenon like hedges can be found not only in political 
event but also in everyday life. Thus, it is expected that information in this 
research can give a shed of knowledge about hedges in daily communication. For 
this reason, the readers can be more aware in choosing certain strategies in order 
to maintain a good communication.  
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Appendix A. Data Sheet of Types, Functions, and Impacts of Hedges in the Second Obama-Romney Presidential Debate 
 
Notes:  
 
Types  Functions: Impacts 
AD : Adaptors 1 : Showing the speaker‘s uncertainty N : Negative 
RO : Rounders 2 : Mitigating the force of the utterances P : Positive 
PL : Plausibility Shields 3 : 
Avoiding taking responsibility of the 
information given 
   
AT : Attribution Shields       
 
Hedges are presented underlined. 
No. Data 
Types Functions Impacts 
Explanation 
AD RO PL AT 1 2 3 P N 
1 ROMNEY: When you come 
out in 2014, I presume I‘m 
going to be the president. 
  √   √  √  
This statement was stated after a college student asking about 
the chance in getting job after he graduated. In this statement, 
Romney wanted to convince people, particularly the college 
student, that he would be the next president in 2014.  
The first person pronoun is included along with hedge presume 
which shows the speaker‘s plausible attitude. The existence of 
the hedge presume shows the doubtful statement from Romney. 
The hedge device also makes the statement less direct that it 
mitigates the force of the utterance. However, although the word 
presume indicates the uncertain attitude of the speaker, it sounds 
better for people as it sounds convincing for them.  
2 ROMNEY: And I think it is 
important to know that that 
  √   √   √ This statement occurred when the speakers were talking about 
the job available in America. In Romney‘s perspective, one way 
No. Data 
Types Functions Impacts 
Explanation 
AD RO PL AT 1 2 3 P N 
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was a process that was 
necessary to get those 
companies back on their feet, 
so they could start hiring 
more people. 
to make the companies get back on their feet and start hiring 
more people was to let them bankrupt. This statement aroused 
as Obama said that Romney had always wanted to make Detroit 
bankrupt.  
Romney delivers his opinion through this statement using 
plausibility shield think followed by first person pronoun. The 
used of hedge think in his statement indicates that Romney‘s 
statement is not absolutely right or wrong. The hedging also 
reduces the force of his statement and makes it less confronting.  
3 OBAMA: We‘ve got 
potentially 600,000 jobs and 
100 years‘ worth of energy 
right beneath our feet with 
natural gas.  √   √    √ 
Along with this statement, Obama responded on the question 
related to energy issues. Previously, he emphasized in his 
explanation that he and his people had made priority on natural 
gas in order to create efficient energy and keep the gas price 
low. He wanted to proof it by explaining the number of jobs 
created from natural gas industry and the span of time for 
natural gas would be available. 
Obama is not being certain by using hedging potentially to 
presume the number of jobs and the time available for natural 
gas. He does not give the real or the exact precise number.  
4 OBAMA: Governor, we 
have actually produced more 
oil-- 
 √   √    √ 
The statement occurred when the speakers were talking about 
energy issues. Romney accused Obama that he had cut the 
permits and licenses on federal land and federal waters in half. 
In response to that statement, Obama answered that it was not 
true. 
He uses the rounder more oil to say that they actually produce 
more oil. However, Obama‘s words do not sound too 
convincing since he cannot give the precise amount of oil 
production. In this case, the statement with the hedge creates a 
negative impact on him as he is being ambiguous. 
5 OBAMA: There were a 
whole bunch of oil 
companies. 
 √   √    √ 
In the third example, Obama and Romney were arguing whether 
Obama had cut licensed and permits on federal land and federal 
water or not. Obama had said that he actually did not cut 
licensed and permits on federal land and federal water. Obama 
wanted to explain that there were actually still a lot of oil 
No. Data 
Types Functions Impacts 
Explanation 
AD RO PL AT 1 2 3 P N 
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company existed. 
Obama uses the rounder a whole bunch to refer to the number of 
oil companies which makes his statement uncertain. Obama 
needs to tell the number in order to convince Romney and the 
people.  
6 OBAMA: You had a whole 
bunch of oil companies who 
had leases on public lands 
that they weren‘t using. 
 √   √    √ 
This statement also happened in the middle of argument 
between the candidates about permits and licenses on federal 
lands and federal water. Romney insisted that Obama had cut 
licenses and permits on federal land and federal water. Obama 
did not give the straight answer that Romney kept attacking 
him.  
Obama uses rounder a whole bunch again to refer to the number 
of oil companies who have leases on public lands. The use of 
rounder in this statement makes his statement inaccurate as 
there is no precise number of the oil companies.  
7 
 
ROMNEY: I was just at a 
coal facility, where some 
1,200 people lost their jobs. 
 √   √    √ 
This statement was delivered when Romney and Obama were 
engaged in the topic of oil and gas drilling. Romney said that 
under Obama‘s government, they had not produced more oil, 
gas and coal on federal lands and federal waters. Romney also 
imputed the loss of coal jobs to Obama‘s government.  
Romney uses rounder some as the range of people who lost 
jobs. The use of the hedge makes his words not clear as it is not 
the precise number. It will sound more convincing if he removes 
the hedge.  
8 ROMNEY: I don‘t think 
anyone really believes that 
you‘re a person who‘s going 
to be pushing for oil and gas 
and coal. 
  √   √   √ 
This statement continued the previous statement about oil, gas 
and coal. Related to the previous statement when Romney 
blamed Obama on the decreasing of the energy production and 
jobs, Romney delivered his opinion that he believed Obama was 
not going to make effort for oil, gas and coal.  
At that time, he uses the plausibility shield I don’t think to 
deliver his opinion. The hedging shows the doubtful attitude of 
the speaker. The existence of the hedge also makes his words 
sounds less direct.  
No. Data 
Types Functions Impacts 
Explanation 
AD RO PL AT 1 2 3 P N 
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9 ROMNEY: And the answer 
is I don‘t believe people 
think that‘s the case, because 
I – I‘m – that wasn‘t a 
question. 
  √   √   √ 
Still arguing about the decrease in oil, gas and coal production, 
Romney kept saying that Obama was not the one who would 
make effort for oil, gas and coal. This statement aroused when 
Romney blamed Obama for decreasing the production and job 
of oil, gas and coal.  
He brings out his opinion using plausibility shield I don’t 
believe which lessen the force of the utterance.  
10 ROMNEY: I don‘t think the 
American people believe 
that.   √   √   √ 
This was the third time Romney tried to say the same thing as 
the previous statement. He kept saying that Obama was not a 
person who would fight for oil, gas and coal because Obama 
kept trying to interrupt and give explanation for him. 
Romney still uses the plausibility shield I don’t think to deliver 
the same opinion which still sounds less direct.  
11 ROMNEY: When The 
President took office, the 
price of gasoline here in 
Nassau County was about $ 
1.86 a gallon. 
 √   √    √ 
In this statement, Romney tried to compare the price of gasoline 
when Obama started to take office and at that present time. He 
explained that the price went up since Obama took office. 
When Romney states the price at the time Obama starts the 
office, he places the rounder about to presume the price. It 
becomes uncertain when he uses the hedge because it is not the 
precise price of the gasoline for he adds the hedge about. 
12 OBAMA: We‘ve built 
enough pipeline to wrap 
around the entire earth once. 
 √   √    √ 
This statement was used when Obama was trying to defense 
himself after Romney kept attacking him on the decrease of oil, 
gas and coal price and production. Romney said that Obama 
was not trying his best for oil and gas production with fewer 
pipelines.  
Obama says that there have been enough pipelines for oil 
production by inserting rounder enough to presume the number 
of pipeline. He is not being certain because he cannot tell the 
precise number of pipeline. 
13 ROMNEY: A recent study 
has shown the people in the 
middle-class will see 
$4,000.00 per year in higher 
taxes as a result of the 
   √   √ √  
This statement was stated after a question about Romney‘s plan 
on reducing the tax rates and eliminating some deductions. 
Romney had made a statement that he would not raise the tax 
rates for middle class people. He related his explanation about 
his tax plan to a recent study involving Obama‘s administration. 
No. Data 
Types Functions Impacts 
Explanation 
AD RO PL AT 1 2 3 P N 
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spending and borrowing of 
this administration. 
Romney said that the recent study found that Obama‘s 
administration had made middle class people paid higher taxes 
while their incomes were going down. 
Romney delivers his statement using attribution shield as he 
borrows the information from the recent study. He starts his 
statement with a recent study has shown. The hedge functions 
to avoid taking responsibility of the information.  
14 OBAMA: I think what grows 
the economy is when you get 
the tax credit that we put in 
place for your kids going to 
college. 
  √   √   √ 
This statement followed Obama‘s disagreement on Romney‘s 
statement. Romney had said that what grew the economy was 
when people with higher incomes paid lower tax. However, 
Obama said that the best way to grow the economy was paying 
the tax for education. 
The presence of plausibility shield I think has delivered 
Obama‘s opinion. Using the hedge, he reduces the force of the 
utterance.   
15 OBAMA: I think what grows 
the economy is when we 
make sure small businesses 
are getting a tax credit for 
hiring veterans who fought 
for our country.  
  √   √   √ 
In this statement, Obama still gave his opinion for what grows 
the economy. He added his opinion about the way to grow the 
economy. 
He gives his opinion using the plausibility shield I think that 
make his statement less direct and les imposing. It is because 
the hedge mitigates the power of the utterance.  
16 OBAMA: Along with what 
he also wants to do in terms 
of eliminating the estate tax, 
along what he wants to do in 
terms of corporates, changes 
in the tax code, it costs about 
$5 trillion. 
 √   √    √ 
This statement was uttered to give comment on the plans that 
Romney wanted to do. Obama explained the cost of lowering 
rates for everybody across the board. 
He estimates the cost using rounder about in mentioning the 
number. This action of him shows his uncertainty since he does 
not give the exact number.  
17 ROMNEY: If the President 
were reelected, we‘d go to 
almost $20 trillion of 
national debt. 
 √   √    √ 
This statement was started when Romney thought that the 
deficit would be doubled when Obama took the office again. He 
presumed the number of national debt which the state would 
have when Obama was reelected. 
He uses almost as the rounder which functions to indicate the 
speaker‘s uncertainty. He only presumes the number with the 
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existence of the hedge.  
18 
 
ROMNEY:  I‘d just note that 
I don‘t believe that 
bureaucrats in Washington 
should tell someone whether 
they can use contraceptives 
or not. And I don‘t believe 
employers should tell 
someone whether they could 
have contraceptive care or 
not. 
  √   √   √ 
At this time, Romney was commenting the previous statement 
from Obama about the rights for contraceptive included in 
insurance for women. 
Romney delivers his opinion using the hedge I don’t believe 
until two times. However, the choice for using the hedge is to 
mitigate the force of the statement as it sounds less direct. 
19 ROMNEY: It‘s been 
growing about 12 percent per 
year over a long period of 
time.  √   √    √ 
This was in one of Romney‘s answers when he was being asked 
the differences between him and the late President Bush since 
they were both from Republican Party. He explained one of his 
moves that were different from Bush was in expanding the trade 
to Latin America. 
He inserts rounder about to presume the number of trade growth 
in China and Latin America. The lack of exact number shows 
his uncertainty.  
20 OBAMA: Well, first of all, I 
think it‘s important to tell 
you that we did come in 
during some tough times.   √   √   √ 
In the previous statement, Romney was talking about the big 
deficit happening in Obama‘s leadership and Obama‘s policies 
which kept small business from growing and hiring more 
people. 
In response to Romney‘s statement, Obama starts his opinion 
using the hedge I think. The plausibility shield hedge functions 
to make the statement less direct. The statement is not sounded 
forceful with the use of the plausibility shield.  
21 OBAMA: And I think that‘s 
a mistake. 
  √   √   √ 
Responding to the question about the differences between Bush 
and Romney, Obama said that Romney was more extreme in 
social policy than Bush. 
Obama puts the plausibility shield I think in showing his 
opinion that Romney‘s decision is a mistake. The existence of 
the plausibility shield I think makes the statement less direct in 
delivering the opinion.  
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22 ROMNEY: I think you know 
better. I think you know that 
these last four years haven‘t 
been so good as the president 
just described and that you 
don‘t feel like you‘re 
confident that the next four 
years are going to be much 
better either.  
  √   √   √ 
The statement was aroused after an audience said that she didn‘t 
feel as optimistic as the last election to vote Obama again. The 
audience said that everything was really expensive at that 
moment under Obama‘s lead. In response to that matter, 
Romney tried to assure the audience that it was a tough four 
years 
Romney uses plausibility shield I think twice in this statement. 
The use of the plausibility shields has decreased the force of the 
utterance and becomes less direct.  
23 ROMNEY: I don‘t think you 
have to – shouldn‘t have to 
hire a lawyer to figure out 
how to get into this country 
legally. 
  √   √   √ 
A question about the plan to deal with immigrant without green 
cards, who lives as productive members of society, had been 
aroused before this statement. In his introduction to this topic, 
he thought that legal immigrant did not have to try hard hiring a 
lawyer in order to find out the way to get into America. 
Romney puts the plausibility shield in the statement which 
works to reduce the force of the statement. The statement 
sounds less forceful and direct with the hedges.  
24 ROMNEY: I also think that 
we should give visas to 
people – green cards, rather, 
to people who graduate with 
skills that we need. 
  √   √   √ 
Related to the previous statement about immigrant, Romney 
stated that they should give green cards to those people who 
graduated with the skills that America need.  
In this statement, Romney still uses the plausibility shield I also 
think that make his the statement less forceful and direct. 
25 ROMNEY: The kids of those 
that came here illegally, 
those kids, I think should 
have a pathway to become a 
permanent resident of the 
United States and military 
service, for instance, is one 
way they would have that 
kind of pathway to become 
permanent resident. 
  √   √   √ 
Still discussing about immigrants without green cards, Romney 
gave statement about the kids of the immigrants. He thought 
that the kids should be helped to become legal residents. 
In his statement, he inserts plausibility shield I think that makes 
it sound less direct and less forceful.  
26 OBAMA: Part of the 
Arizona law said that law 
   √   √ √  Still discussing about the immigration policy given by each 
candidate, Obama tried to straighten up what Romney had said 
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enforcement officers could 
stop folks because they 
looked like they might be 
undocumented workers and 
check their papers. 
about his immigration policy vision. Obama thought that 
Romney‘s vision actually would not help the people to get the 
American citizenship. Instead, Romney had made their life 
more miserable with the Arizona Law.  
Obama uses attribution shield hedge to relate his statement to 
the part of Arizona law. He does not want to take the 
responsibility of the information only to his side. Thus, he puts 
the hedge in order to avoid being blamed.   
27 ROMNEY: My – my view is 
that I think this president 
should have honored his 
promise to do as he said. 
  √   √   √ 
Still going for discussion about immigrant matters. This 
statement came up when Romney thought that Obama didn‘t 
fulfill his promise to file legislation in his first year.  
Romney puts plausibility shield my view and I think in his 
statement. The existence of plausibility shield in his statement 
reduces the power of his utterances. He becomes less certain 
and indirect to deliver the opinion.   
28 ROMNEY: And – and I – I 
think the president just said 
correctly that the buck does 
stop at his desk and – he 
takes responsibility for – for 
that – for the failure in 
providing those security 
resources, and – and those 
terrible things may well 
happen from time to time.  
  √   √   √ 
Romney stated this statement after he got his chance to respond 
to a question about attacks that killed four Americans in Libya. 
The audience was questioning for who denied to enhance 
security for the Embassy in Benghazi. In the previous chance to 
answer the question, Obama did accept that all of his diplomats 
were his representatives. That was why Romney said this 
statement. He supported the President‘s previous statement. 
In Romney‘s statement, he includes the plausibility shield I 
think which can mitigate the power of his utterance.  
29 ROMNEY: I think these – 
these actions taken by a 
president and a leader have 
symbolic significance and 
perhaps even material in that 
you‘d hope that during that 
time we could call in the 
people who were actually 
eyewitnesses. 
  √   √   √ 
This was another respond from Romney where he was 
commenting on Obama‘s schedules two days after the incident. 
Romney had said that two days after the attack, Obama went for 
two political events at Las Vegas and Colorado. 
Romney uses plausibility shield in this statement. The hedging 
is used to make his statement indirect and mitigate the force of 
the utterance.  
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30 ROMNEY: I think these – 
these actions taken by a 
president and a leader have 
symbolic significance and 
perhaps even material in that 
you‘d hope that during that 
time we could call in the 
people who were actually 
eyewitnesses. 
  √   √   √ 
This was another respond from Romney where he was 
commenting on Obama‘s schedules two days after the incident. 
Romney had said that two days after the attack, Obama went for 
two political events at Las Vegas and Colorado. 
Besides the use of I think hedge in this sentence, Romney also 
uses the other plausibility hedge perhaps which functions to 
show the speaker‘s uncertainty attitude. 
31 ROMNEY: I – I think 
interesting the president just 
said something which – 
which is that on the day after 
the attack he went into the 
Rose Garden and said that 
this was an act of terror. 
  √   √   √ 
In this statement, Romney tried to confirm whether Obama said 
that the attack was an act of terror or a spontaneous act of 
demonstration on the day after the attack. Regarding Romney, 
Obama took 14 days to call the attack as an act of terror.  
In this statement, the plausibility shield is used to mitigate the 
force of the utterance. The plausibility shield makes the 
statement less imposing.  
32 ROMNEY: And there are a 
number of things.  
 √   √    √ 
This statement was about the assault weapon which had killed a 
lot of innocent civilians in America. Romney said that there 
were many things could be done to enforce the gun laws and 
change the culture of violence.  
The statement uses rounder a number of in order to explain the 
ways to solve the problem. However, he shows his uncertain 
attitude with the use of the hedge. It is because the linguistic 
device indicates that there is no exact number of ways to deal 
with the problem.  
33 ROMNEY: Which I think 
the American people would 
like to understand fully, it‘s 
been investigated to a 
degree, but – but the 
administration has carried 
out executive privilege to 
prevent all of the information 
from coming out.  
  √   √   √ 
Related to the topic of AK-47s assault weapon tragedy, Romney 
was talking about The Fast and Furious program which was the 
starting point for the tragedy to happen.  
In this statement, Romney uses the plausibility shield I think in 
order to mitigate his intention in questioning the program. Using 
the hedge, Romney becoomes less imposing with his statement.  
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34 OBAMA: The – first of all, I 
think Governor Romney was 
for an assault weapons ban 
before he was against it. 
  √   √   √ 
Still under the discussion of assault weapon, in this chance, 
Obama brought Romney‘s changing behavior on assault weapon 
ban. Romney had banned the assault weapon since 1994 until he 
began his presidential campaign in 2008. He started to change 
his gun control in 2008 and no longer supported the assault 
weapon ban.  
In this statement, Obama puts the plausibility shield I think to 
mitigate his comment on Romney. The existence of the hedge 
makes the statement less direct and imposing.  
35 OBAMA: And, Candy, we 
haven‘t had a chance to talk 
about education much, but I 
think it is important to 
understand that the reforms 
we‘ve put in place, working 
with 46 governors around the 
country, are seeing schools 
that are some of the ones that 
are the toughest for kids 
starting to succeed.  
  √   √   √ 
In relating the topic of assault weapon and the importance of 
education, Obama said that every young person in America has 
the same chance to succeed through good education.  
When Obama talks about his opinion, he puts the plausibility 
shield I think to avoid being too direct in delivering his opinion.  
36 ROMNEY: On day one, I 
will label China a currency 
manipulator, which will 
allow me as president to be 
able to put in place, of 
necessary, tariffs where I 
believe that they are taking 
unfair advantage of our 
manufacturers. 
  √   √   √ 
Previously, a question was aroused about the plans the 
candidates would make to put back and keep jobs in the United 
States. When Romney answered the question, he said that China 
was the largest manufacturer in the world with their regulation 
to put the currency down low in order to create a low price on 
their goods. In this statement, Romney said that he would label 
China as currency manipulator and put the right tariffs for 
China. 
In this chance, he puts the plausibility shield I believe in order to 
make his statement less imposing and less direct.  
37 ROMNEY: In the nature of a 
campaign, it seems that some 
campaigns are focused on 
attacking a person rather 
  √   √   √ 
This statement was about a question asking the misperception 
that American people had made on them and how did they want 
to straighten the misperception. Romney had the first attempt to 
answer the question. 
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than prescribing their own 
future and the things they‘d 
like to do.  
Romney opens his answer with plausibility shield seems in the 
sentence. He wants to soften his opinion by using the hedge 
which function is to mitigate the force of the statement.  
38 ROMNEY: In the course of 
that, I think the president‘s 
campaign has tried to 
characterize me as – as 
someone who‘s very 
different than who I am. 
  √   √   √ 
Still on the topic of misperception that American people had for 
the candidates.  Romney opened his response by relating it to 
the campaign. He said that Obama‘s campaign had created a 
different character than who Romney really was.  
In Romney‘s statement, he uses the plausibility shield I think to 
make his statement less imposing. Even though Romney wants 
to blame Obama, he uses the hedge in order to make the 
statement less threatening and less direct. 
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